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PREFACE. 


-M- 


This  book  has  been  written  for  myself,  and  for  a 
few  friends  with  whom  I  have  been  travelling  for 
many  years  on  the  same  road.  We  have  exchanged 
our  thoughts  from  time  to  time.  We  agree  on  some 
points,  we  differ,  or  we  imagine  we  differ,  on  others ; 
and  as  we  shall  soon  have  come  to  the  end  of  our 
journey,  I  wished  to  leave  on  record  what  is  the  out- 
come of  many  years  of  common  work  and  thought  an^ 
friendly  discoiu'se.  Beyond  my  friends  and  acquaint- 
ances, scattered  in  England,  Germany,  France,  Italy, 
America,  and  India,  whose  ranks  have  of  late  been 
sadly  thinned,  there  will  be  few,  I  am  afraid,  to 
whom  this  book  is  likely  to  be  of  much  interest.  The 
subjects  of  which  it  treats  do  not  at  present  excite 
public  sympathy,  whether  in  England  or  on  the 
Continent.  There  is  a  fulness  of  time  for  philo- 
sophical as  there  is  for  political  and  social  questions. 
As  the  successful  statesman  must  keep  his  eye  on 
the  sphere  of  practical  politics,  as  the  efficient  re- 
former must  set  his  sail  to  catch  the  wind  blowing 
from  the  right  quarter,  a  writer  who  wishes  to 
produce  a  telling  and  popular  book  ought  not  to 
choose  a  subject  which  has  had  its  day,  and  is  not 
likely  soon  to  rise  again  above  the  horizon. 

And   not  only  are  the  subjects  treated   in  this 
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volume  out  of  fashion,  but  the  views  advocated  in 
it  run  counter  to  the  trade-wind  of  public  opinion,  so 
that,  if  noticed  at  all,  I  fear  my  venturesome  craft 
will  be  severely  buflTeted  by  the  waves  of  adverse 
criticism,  if  not  sucked  down  mercilessly  by  the 
maelstrom  of  general  indiflTerence. 

It  might  have  seemed  more  prudent,  no  doubt,  not 
to  publish  the  book,  at  least  not  in  its  present  form, 
which  may  often  betray  its  slow  and  gradual  growth. 
Some  of  the  views  here  put  forward  date  really  from 
the  days  when  I  attended  the  lectures  of  Lotze, 
Weisse,  and  Drobisch  at  Leipzig,  and  of  Schelling 
at  Berlin ;  when  I  discussed  Veda  and  Ved&nta  with 
Schopenhauer,  and  Eckhart  and  Tauler  with  Bunsen. 
The  fundamental  principles  of  the  classification  of 
languages  were  foreshadowed  as  early  as  1854,  in 
my  'Letter  on  the  Turanian  Languages.'  Some 
portions  of  my  book  formed  part  of  Lectures  given 
at  the  Royal  Institution  in  1873  on  the  Philosophy 
of  Language  (Eraser  s  Magazine,  May,  June,  July 
1873);  while  others  appeared  in  the  Contemporary 
Review,  February  1878,  in  an  essay  on  the  Origin 
of  Reason,  devoted  to  Noir^'s  book,  Der  Ursprung 
der  Sprache.  In  working  up  these  long  accumu- 
lated materials  and  trying  to  amalgamate  them  with 
the  results  of  later  labours,  it  was  not  always  easy  to 
avoid  a  certain  iteration,  more  perhaps  than  is  jus- 
tified by  a  wish  to  force  reluctant  minds  into  a  readier 
acceptance  of  strange  and  unpalatable  truths. 

But,  after  all,  we  cannot  always  be  guided  by  pru- 
dence, nor  ought  a  mau  at  my  time  of  life  to  think 
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much  of  momentary  success.  I  feel  convinced  that 
the  views  put  forward  in  this  book,  which  are  the 
result  of  a  long  life  devoted  to  solitary  reflection 
and  to  the  study  of  the  foremost  thinkers  of  all 
nations,  contain  certain  truths  which  deserve  to  be 
recorded*  I  trust  that  in  time  some  of  them  will 
be  recognised  as  well  founded,  while  others  may  at 
ail  events  claim  their  place  in  that  continuous  dia- 
lectic process  which,  by  rubbing  off  the  rough  edges 
of  prejudice  and  error,  will  in  the  end  restore  the  old 
gem  of  truth  to  its  perfect  form  and  its  own  innate 
brilliancy.  I  have  written  some  of  my  books  as  a 
pleader,  and,  if  I  may  judge  by  results,  I  have  not 
pleaded  quite  in  vain.  But  the  present  book  is  not 
meant  to  be  persuasive.  AU  I  can  say  of  it  is,  Dixi 
et  salvavi  animam  meam. 

And  yet,  such  is  paternal  weakness  that  I  cannot 
help  putting  forth  a  few  pleas  for  my  unattractive 
o&piing.  I  always  appreciate  honest  criticism,  more 
even  than  honest  praise.  But  if  my  book  is  to  be 
criticised  at  all,  I  pray  it  may  not  be  tested  by  mere 
shibboleths,  or  condemned  by  being  called  names. 

I  know,  of  course,  that  the  system  of  philosophy 
which  it  propounds  may,  and  probably  will  be  called 
Nominalism,  and  Nominalism  in  its  most  extreme 
form.  I  have  the  highest  regard  for  Nominalism. 
I  believe  it  has  purified  the  philosophical  atmosphere 
of  Europe  more  effectually  than  any  other  system. 
But  nothing  is  so  misleading  as  to  use  old  names,  as 
if  everybody  knew  what  they  meant.  Those  who 
know  the  writings  of  William  of  Occam,  would  never 
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think  of  applying  the  same  name  to  his  system 
and  to  my  own.  In  one  sense  my  system  may,  no 
doubt,  be  called  Nominalism,  because  it  aims  at  de- 
termining the  origin  and  the  true  nature  of  names. 
But  that  is  not  the  historical  meaning  of  Nominalism, 
and  the  results  to  which  a  study  of  language  has  led 
us  m  this  nineteenth  century  are  very  different  from 
those  that  were  within  the  reach  even  of  the  profound- 
est  thinkers  in  the  eleventh  and  fourteenth  centuries. 
If  there  must  be  a  name  for  the  theories  established 
by  the  combined  Sciences  of  Language  and  Thought, 
let  it  be  a  distinctive  name,  not  Nominalism,  but 
Nominism. 

Again,  it  would  be  very  easy  to  call  my  system 
Materialism,  and  to  paint  in  dismal  colours  what 
may  not  unfairly  be  represented  as  its  outcome, 
namely,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  intellect, 
understanding,  mind,  and  reason,  but  that  all  these 
are  only  different  aspects  of  language.  I  certainly 
hold  that  view,  and  I  do  so  after  having  carefully 
weighed  and  tested  every  argument  that  has  been 
or  can  be  advanced  against  it.  My  own  opinion  may 
be  right  or  wrong,  but  supposing  it  should  prove 
right  in  the  end,  the  consequences  would  by  no 
means  be  so  terrible  as  they  appear.  We  should 
remain  in  every  respect  exactly  as  we  were  before, 
we  should  only  comprehend  our  inner  workings  under 
new  and,  I  believe,  more  correct  names.  If  I  say, 
*No  reason  without  language,'  I  also  say,  *No  lan- 
guage without  reason.' 

Lastly,  I  hope  that  those  who  think  that  every 
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sTstem  must  be  hall-marked,  will  not  ask  whether 
my  book  is  Darwinian  or  not.  If  Darwinism  is  used 
in  the  sense  of  Entwickelung,  I  was  a  Darwinian, 
as  may  be  seen  from  my  'Letter  on  the  Turanian 
Languages/  long  before  Darwin.  No  student  of  the 
Science  of  Language  can  be  anything  but  an  evolu- 
tionist, for,  wherever  he  looks,  he  sees  nothing  but 
evolution  going  on  all  around  him.  But  with  regard 
to  one  question  to  which  party-spirit  has  given  an 
undue  pre-eminence,  namely,  the  descent  of  man  from 
monkey,!  am  not  a  Darwinian,  not  because  I  am  afraid 
to  follow  Darwin,  but  because  I  go  far  beyond  Darwin, 
I  believe  I  am  correct  in  stating  that  at  present  the 
most  competent  judges  consider  the  descent  of  man 
from  any  other  kind  of  animal  Not  Proven.  But  while 
Darwin  would  have  been  satisfied  with  having  esta- 
blished the  descent  of  man  from  some  kind  of  animal, 
I  have  never  doubted,  nor  do  I  doubt,  that  man  has 
been,  is,and  always  will  be  an  animal,  i.e.  a  living  being ; 
only  not  a  dumb  animal,  but  an  animal  with  the  pro- 
prium  of  language  and  all  that  is  implied  by  lan- 
guage. And  here  again  I  repeat,  we  must  not  be 
frightened  by  names.  We  are  and  shall  remain  what 
we  are,  whether  we  call  ourselves  angels  or  animals. 
We  share  everything  with  animals  except  language, 
which  is  our  own ;  and  if  that  is  so,  surely  those  who 
seem  so  anxious  for  the  dignity  of  man,  should  care 
for  nothing  more  than  for  the  lessons  which  they  can 
learn  from  the  Science  of  Thought,  founded,  as  it  is 
and  ought  to  be,  on  the  Science  of  Language. 

One  more  plea,  and  I  have  done.     Thought,  in  the 
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sense  in  which  I  have  defined  it  and  used  it  in  my 
book,  represents  one  side  of  human  nature  only,  the 
intellectual,  and  there  are  two  other  sides,  the  ethical 
and  aesthetical,  on  which  I  have  not  touched.  Whether 
the  self -conscious  Mona,  which  are  all  that  I  postulate, 
might  be  without  any  ideas  of  what  is  good  or 
beautiful,  I  do  not  wish  to  determine.  Anyhow,  we 
can,  for  our  purpose,  treat  them  as  if  they  were,  and 
leave  the  oriorin  of  their  ethical  and  aesthetical  con- 
cepts  and  names  to  be  treated  by  others. 

To  some  it  may  seem  indeed  that  the  quality  of 
self-consciousness  need  not  be  simply  postulated, 
but  stands  to  reason,  because  a  Monon,  in  its  abso- 
lute loneliness,  could  not  be  conceived  to  exist  except 
as  self-conscious.  With  it  esse  could  be  nothing  if 
not  percipi  per  se.  There  is,  as  I  have  shown  in 
my  book,  some  truth  in  this,  but  I  have  reserved  the 
full  treatment  of  that  question  for  another  book 
which  I  have  long  prepared,  *  The  Science  of  Mytho- 
logy.' In  it  self-consciousness  will  appear  under  a 
new  aspect,  and  after  an  analysis  of  both  subjective 
and  objective  myth,  two  phases  through  which  the 
human  mind  in  its  natural  growth  must  pass,  I  hope, 
if  life  is  still  prolonged,  to  be  able  to  show  tliat  the 
same  road  which  led  mankind  into  the  wilderness  of 
mythology,  in  the  widest  sense  of  the  word,  may  lead 
us  back  to  a  point  from  which  we  recognise  in  all  self- 
conscious  Mona  the  Great  Self,  conscious  of  all  Mona. 

As  this  work  may  possibly  be  the  last  which  I 
shall  be  allowed  to  finish,  I  take  this  opportunity  of 
publicly  thanking  the  Academies,  Universities,  and 
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Learned  Societies  which,  during  the  long  years  of 
my  literary  career,  have  done  me  the  honour  of 
electing  me  one  of  their  Foreign,  Honorary,  or 
Corresponding  Members.  Unworthy  as  I  feel  of  the 
high  distinctions  conferred  on  me,  some  of  them  at  a 
very  early  period  of  my  life,  they  have  been  to  me 
not  only  a  precious  reward,  but  at  the  same  time  a 
strong  incentive  in  the  production  of  works  which, 
though  they  could  not  hope  for  popular  applause, 
should  secure  to  me  the  approval  of  my  fellow- 
workers.  I  count  as  the  happiest  days  of  my  literary 
life  my  election  in  1865  as  one  of  the  Six  Foreign 
Members  of  the  Royal  Sardinian  Academy,  the  other 
five  then  being  Thiers,  Boeckh,  Cousin,  Grote,  and 
Mommsen;  my  succeeding,  in  1869,  Welcker,  as  one 
of  the  Eight  Foreign  Members  of  the  Academic 
des  Inscriptions  et  Belles-Lettres,  and  my 
co-optation  in  1874  as  one  of  the  Thirty  Knights  of 
the  Ordre  pour  le  M^rite.  If  on  the  title-pages  of 
my  books  I  have  generally  coiifined  myself  to  those 
few  honorary  titles  only,  I  am  truly  sorry  that  this 
should  have  been  interpreted  as  an  invidious  distinc- 
tion on  my  part.  I  feel  equally  grateful  for  all  the 
other  diplomas  that  have  been  bestowed  upon  me,  and 
all  the  more  so  as  they  came  to  me  entirely  unsolicited 
and  unexpected,  and  as  I,  in  my  position  at  Oxford, 
had  never  any  equivalent  to  oflTer  in  return. 

If,  in  the  following  list  of  my  patrons  and  well- 
wishers,  I  should  have  left  out  the  names  of  any 
Societies  that  have  conferred  on  me  their  honorary 
fellowship,  I  hope  they  will  forgive  me.     Of  course. 
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the  names  of  Societies  the  membership  of  which  is 
acquired  by  an  annual  payment,  are  not  mentioned, 
nor  any  distinctions  which  are  conferred  for  services 
not  purely  literary.  It  may  be  difficult  in  thus  re- 
turning my  thanks  to  separate  a  feeling  of  pride  from 
a  sense  of  gratitude,  but  if  any  pride  can  be  pardon- 
able, it  is  surely  that  of  having  gained  the  good 
opinion  of  our  peers  and  of  our  betters. 

F.  MAX  MULLER, 

Knight  of  the  Ordre  pour  le  M^ri  te ;  Knight  of  the  Order  of 
Maximilian  (for  Science  and  Art) ;  Knight  Commander  of  the 
Corona  d'ltalia;  Foreign  Member  of  the  French  Institute, 
Acad^mie  dee  Inscriptions  et  Belles-Lettres;  of  the 
Boyal  Sardinian  Academy  ;  of  the  Royal  Academy  of  the  Lincei 
at  Rome ;  of  the  Royal  Bavarian  Academy ;  of  the  Royal  Hun- 
garian Academy ;  of  the  Royal  Irish  Academy ;  of  the  Royal 
Society  of  Upsala;  of  the  American  Academy  of  Arts  and 
Sciences,  Boston;  of  the  American  Philosophical  Society; 
Honorary  Member  of  the  Royal  Academy  of  Sciences  at  Am- 
sterdam ;  of  the  Royal  Academy  of  Roumania ;  of  the  American 
Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences ;  of  the  Royal  Batavian  Society 
of  Arts  and  Sciences ;  of  the  Royal  Society  of  Literature ;  of 
the  Royal  Historical  Soc'ety ;  of  the  Royal  Asiatic  Society ; 
of  the  German  Oriental  Society;  of  the  Asiatic  Society  of 
Bengal ;  of  the  Oriental  Society  at  Peking ;  of  the  Anjuman-i- 
Panjab;  of  the  Soci^t^  de  Litt^rature  Finnoise  at  Hel- 
singfors ;  of  the  Cambridge  Philosophical  Society ;  of  the  Lite- 
rary Society  of  Leyden ;  of  the  Anthropological  Institute  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland;  of  the  Ethnographic  Society  of 
Paris ;  of  the  Folklore  Castellano ;  of  the  American  Oriental 
Society;  of  the  Archaeological  Society  of  Moscow;  of  the 
American  Philological  Society ;  of  the  New  Zealand  Institute ; 
of  the  Lituanian  Literary  Society;  Correpponding  Member  of 
the  Royal  Academy  of  Berlin ;  of  the  Royal  Academy  of  Lisbon; 
of  the  Royal  Society  of  Gottingen ;  of  the  Royal  Soc'ety  of 
Palermo ;  Ph.  D.  in  the  University  of  Leipzig ;  M.  A.  Oxford  ; 
Honorary  Doctor  of  Laws  in  the  Universities  of  Cambridge 
and  Edinburgh;  Professor  of  Comparative  Philology,  and  Fellow 
Souls  College,  Oxford. 
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THE  SCIENCE  OF  THOUGHT. 
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CHAPTEE    I. 

CONSTITUENT  ELEMENTS  OF  THOUGHT. 

Few  words  have  been  used  in  so  many  different 
senses  as  Thought.  I  mean  by  Thought  The  meaning 
the  act  of  thinking,  and  by  thinking  I  of  Thought. 
mean  no  more  than  combining.  I  do  not  pretend 
that  others  have  not  the  right  of  using  Thought 
in  any  sense  which  they  prefer,  provided  only  that 
they  will  clearly  define  it.  I  only  wish  to  explain 
what  is  the  meaning  in  which  I  intend  to  use  the 
word,  and  in  which  I  hold  that  it  ought  to  be  used. 
I  think  means  to  me  the  same  as  the  Latin  Cogito, 
namely  co-agito,  'I  bring  together,'  only  with  the 
proviso  that  bringing  together  or  combining  implies 
separating,  for  we  cannot  combine  two  or  many  things 
without  at  the  same  time  separating  them  from  all 
tiie  rest. 

Hobbes  expressed  the  same  truth  long  ago,  when 
he  said  that  all  our  thinking  consisted  in  addition 
and  subtraction. 

Humiliating  as  this  may  at  first  sight  appear,  it  is 
really  not  more  so  than  that  the  most  subtle  and 
complicated  mathematical  processes,  which  to  the  un- 
initiated seem  beyond  all  comprehension,  can  be 
reduced   in   the    end  to  addition   and  subtraction. 

/:  B 
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'Conception,  nor  name  of  them.  I  do,  in  faxjt,  not  know 
of  them.  My  attention  is  engaged  by  the  etymo- 
logy of  a  word,  or  it  may  be  by  some  diflScult  sentence 
/  in  Aristotle.  But  as  soon  as  I  direct  mv  attention 
to  any  of  these  various  circumstances,  the  sensations, 
y  the  percepts,  the  concepts,  the  names  are  there  all  at 

once.  My  hands  feel  cold,  my  eyes  lay  hold  of  the 
carpet,  my  ears  hear  and  understand  the  very  words 
shouted  in  the  street,  my  nose  distinguishes  various 
scents,  by  calling  them  scents  of  pinks  or  roses.  Not 
only  do  I  see  the  carpet,  but  I  am  conscious  of  my 
seeing  it,  and  the  difference  between  these  two  states 
is  enormous.  I  now  see  not  only  the  carpet,  but  all 
that  belongs  to  it — ^its  colour  or  colours,  its  pattern, 
and,  as  it  is  not  very  new,  its  very  seams.  All  this 
may  seem  very  simple  to  psychologists,  but  it  is  not. 
We  say  that  we  were  listless  before,  and  that  we  are 
now  attentive,  but  what  this  attention  and  that 
listlessness  mean,  no  psychologist  has  as  yet  been 
able  to  explain  in  a  satisfactory  manner^.  In  one 
sense  what  we  call  attention,  the  dawn  of  thought, 
the  new  awakening  interest  in  our  surroundings, 
may  be  said  to  be  at  the  root  of  all  our  knowledge  ; 
but  possibly  the  power  of  abstraction  may  also  be  not 
very  far  removed  from  the  weakness  of  distraction  ^. 


^  'The  metaphysics  of  attention  have  hardly  been  sounded  to 
their  depths.'  Wendel  Holmes,  The  Poet  at  the  Breakfast  Table, 
vol.  i.  p.  1 60. 

'  Mill,  Logic  (ii.  5,  i) :  '  We  can  reason  about  a  line  as  if  it  had 
no  breadth ;  because  we  have  a  power,  which  is  the  foundation  of 
all  the  control  we  can  exercise  over  the  operations  of  our  minds  ; 
the  power,  when  a  perception  is  present  to  our  senses  or  a  con- 
ception to  our  intellects,  of  attending  to  a  part  only  of  that 
perception  or  conception,  instead  of  the  whole/  F.  H.  Bradley, 
*  On  the  Kature  of  Attention,'  in  '  Mind,'  Aug.  1886. 


\ 


CONSTITUENT   ELEMENTS   OP   THOUGHT.  "^^      '^ 

Before  we  can  proceed  with  our  own  argument,  xt\ 
is  necessary  first  of  all  to  explain  why  ^^^^^  ^^  "^ 
we  cannot  avail  ourselves  of  the  help  and  Menagerie 
advice  of  those  philosophers  who  profess  "y°  °  ^«y- 
to  explain  what  passes  within  oiu-  mind  by  comparing 
and  contrasting  it  with  what  is  supposed  to  pass  in 
the  mind  of  animals,  who  are  said  to  have  sensations, 
without  concepts  or  names.  The  simple  reason  is 
that  we  can  never,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  word,  know 
what  passes  within  the  mind  of  animals,  though  we 
may  infer  all  we  like,  and  always  do  infer  exactly  what 
we  like.  Some  philosophers,  however,  regardless  of 
all  protests,  have  either  decided  against  the  possibility 
of  ascribing  anything  deserving  the  name  of  intellect 
to  animals,  or  have  insisted  on  placing  some  animals 
on  the  same,  nay  on  a  higher  level  of  intellectual 
development  than  what  has  been  reached,  as  yet,  by 
the  lowest  races  of  mankind,  such  as,  for  instance,  the 
Fuegianp.  It  is  a  pity  that  neither  the  one  nor  the 
other  party  will  tell  us  from  whence  they  derive  their 
information,  and  whether  in  their  assertions  they  are 
guided  by  anything  more  than  analogy.  And  it  is  cer- 
tainly amusing  to  see  how  even  those,  who  are  ready 
enough  to  support  their  own  views  by  an  appeal 
to  the  intellectual  powers  of  animals,  invariably  plead 
complete  agnosticism  as  soon  as  evidence  unfavourable 
to  their  arguments  is  adduced  from  the  menagerie. 
Thus  J.  Stuart  Mill,  in  answering  Dr.  Whewell  s  ques- 
tion, *  Are  we  to  say  that  a  mole  cannot  dig  the  ground 
except  he  has  an  idea  of  the  ground,  and  of  the  snout 
and  paws  with  which  he  digs  it  ?  *  replies  haughtily  : 
'  I  do  not  know  what  passes  in  a  mole's  mind  ^' 


\ 


*  Logic,!.  5,  I. 
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Konception,  nor  name  of  them.  I  do,  in  fact,  not  know 
of  them.  My  attention  is  engaged  by  the  etymo- 
logy of  a  word,  or  it  may  be  by  some  diflScult  sentence 
in  Aristotle.  But  as  soon  afi  I  direct  niv  attention 
to  any  of  these  various  circumstances,  the  sensations, 
the  percepts,  the  concepts,  the  names  are  there  all  at 
once.  My  hands  feel  cold,  my  eyes  lay  hold  of  the 
carpet,  my  ears  hear  and  understand  the  very  words 
shouted  in  the  street,  my  nose  distinguishes  various 
scents,  by  calling  them  scents  of  pinks  or  roses.  Not 
only  do  I  see  the  carpet,  but  I  am  conscious  of  my 
seeing  it,  and  the  difference  between  these  two  states 
is  enormous.  I  now  see  not  only  the  carpet,  but  all 
that  belongs  to  it — its  colour  or  colours,  its  pattern, 
and,  as  it  is  not  very  new,  its  very  seams.  All  this 
may  seem  very  simple  to  psychologists,  but  it  is  not. 
We  say  that  we  were  listless  before,  and  that  we  are 
now  attentive,  but  what  tbis  attention  and  that 
listlessness  mean,  no  psychologist  has  as  yet  been 
able  to  explain  in  a  satisfactory  manner^.  In  one 
sense  what  we  call  attention,  the  dawn  of  thought, 
the  new  awakening  interest  in  our  surroundings, 
may  be  said  to  be  at  the  root  of  all  oiu:  knowledge  ; 
but  possibly  the  power  of  abstraction  may  also  be  not 
very  far  removed  from  the  weakness  of  distraction  ^. 


^  'The  metaphysics  of  attention  have  hardly  been  sounded  to 
their  depths.'  Wendel  Holmes,  The  Poet  at  the  Breakfast  Table, 
vol.  i.  p.  1 60. 

'  Mill,  Logic  (ii.  5,  i) :  '  We  can  reason  about  a  line  as  if  it  had 
no  breadth ;  because  we  have  a  power,  which  is  the  foundation  of 
all  the  control  we  can  exercise  over  the  operations  of  our  minds ; 
the  power,  when  a  perception  is  present  to  our  senses  or  a  con- 
ception to  our  intellects,  of  attending  to  a  part  only  of  that 
perception  or  conception,  instead  of  the  whole.'  F.  H.  Bradley, 
'  On  the  Nature  of  Attention,'  in  <  Mind,'  Aug.  1886. 
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Before  we  can  proceed  with  our  own  argument,  iv 
18  necessary  first  of  all  to  explain  why  j^  .  ^ 
we  cannot  avail  ourselves  of  the  help  and  Menagerie 
advice  of  those  philosophers  who  profess  "^  ^^' 
to  explain  what  passes  within  our  mind  by  comparing 
and  contrasting  it  with  what  is  supposed  to  pass  in 
the  mind  of  animals,  who  are  said  to  have  sensations, 
without  concepts  or  names.  The  simple  reason  is 
that  we  can  never,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  word,  know 
what  passes  within  the  mind  of  animals,  though  we 
may  infer  aU  we  like,  and  always  do  infer  exactly  what 
we  like.  Some  philosophers,  however,  regardless  of 
all  protests,  have  either  decided  against  the  possibility 
of  ascribing  anything  deserving  the  name  of  intellect 
to  animals,  or  have  insisted  on  placing  some  animals 
on  the  same,  nay  on  a  higher  level  of  intellectual 
development  than  what  has  been  reached,  as  yet,  by 
the  lowest  races  of  mankind,  such  as,  for  instance,  the 
Fuegianp.  It  is  a  pity  that  neither  the  one  nor  the 
other  party  will  tell  us  from  whence  they  derive  their 
information,  and  whether  in  their  assertions  they  are 
guided  by  anything  more  than  analogy.  And  it  is  cer- 
tainly amusing  to  see  how  even  those,  who  are  ready 
enough  to  support  their  own  views  by  an  appeal 
to  the  intellectual  powers  of  animals,  invariably  plead 
complete  agnosticism  as  soon  as  evidence  unfavourable 
to  their  arguments  is  adduced  from  the  menagerie. 
Thus  J.  Stuart  Mill,  in  answering  Dr.  Whewell's  ques- 
tion, '  Are  we  to  say  that  a  mole  cannot  dig  the  ground 
except  he  has  an  idea  of  the  ground,  and  of  the  snout 
and  paws  with  which  he  digs  it  1  *  replies  haughtily  : 
'  I  do  not  know  what  passes  in  a  mole's  mind '.' 
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7  Some  authorities  depend  mainly  on  the  evidence  of 

/      Arguments    the  brain,  and  maintain  that   the  differ- 

/       derived  from   ^jjq^  between  the  brain  even  of  the  most 

/  Animals  and   highly  developed  animal  and  that  of  the 

^®^*        lowest  specimen  of  mankind  is   such  as 

/  to  exclude  the  admission  of  any  similarity  between 

^  their  mental  activity  and  our  own.     They  naturally 

lay  great  stress  on  the  fact  that  the  volume  of  the 
brain  of  the  highest  gorilla  is  only  500  cubic  centi- 
metres, while  that  of  the  lowest  Australian  is  1628, 
and  that  the  volume  of  the  human  brain  varies  from 
1628  to  1835,  i.  e.  207  cubic  centimetres,  while  the 
difference  between  the  lowest  human  and  the  highest 
animal  brain  amounts  to  11 28  cubic  centimetres  ^ 
Others,  however,  reply  that  in  all  essentials  the  brain 
of  animals  is  identical  with  the  brain  of  man,  and 
that  mere  volume  is  of  little  consequence.  Grossa 
testa  non  ha  buon  cervello.  They  also  point  out 
that  animals  nearest  to  us  in  intelligence,  such  as 
elephants  or  dogs,  are  more  remote  from  us  in  the 
structure  of  their  brain  than  some  of  the  most  stupid 
of  apes,  and  that  therefore  the  brain  alone  cannot 
help  us  to  decide  the  question.  Mr.  Wallace  has 
called  attention  to  the  curious  fact  that  even  the 
small  brain  and  the  capacities  of  the  Australians  are 
far  beyond  any  use  to  which  they  could  apply  them 
in  their  present  condition,  and  he  has  argued  that 
therefore  they  could  not  have  been  evolved  from  the 
mere  necessities  of  their  environment  ^.  The  same 
fact,  however,  might  also  be  used  as  an  indication 


*  F.  Pfaff,  Die  Theorie  Darwlns  und  die  Thatsachen  der  Geologic. 
Frankfurt,  1876. 

'  Quoted  in  'Unseen  Universe/  p.  174. 


CONSTITUENT  ELEMENTS   OF   THOUGHT.  7 

that  the  Australians  had  formerly  reached  a  higher 
stage  of  culture  than  they  occupy  at  present, 
high  enough,  at  all  events,  to  enable  them  to  form 
their  language,  and  that  the  present  race  consists  of 
degraded  descendants  of  nobler  ancestors.  A  man 
might  inherit  a  large  brain  and  yet  be  unable  to  use 
it,  just  as  the  possession  of  a  large  telescope  would 
not  necessarily  raise  its  possessor  to  the  rank  of  a 
Newton. 

Another  reason  wliy  in  estimating  the  mental  life 
of  animals  we  ought  not  to  be  entirely  senae  bettor 
guided  by  the  volume  or  structure  of  their  ^^^^  Reason, 
brains  is  that  the  organs  of  their  senses  may  be  so 
highly  developed  as  to  make  them  less  dependent 
on  the  brain.  We  know  the  extraordinary  power  of 
scent  possessed  by  certain  dogs,  a  fact  which  must 
have  struck  the  early  framers  of  our  language  so 
much  as  to  induce'  them  to  derive  their  names  for 
judgment  from  the  sagacity  of  dogs  ^  A  dog  knows 
by  scent  where  we  can  only  know  by  reasoning, 
a  diflference  which  seems  to  have  attracted  the  atten- 
tion of  the  earliest  poets.  Homer  (Od.  xvii.  291), 
when  describing  the  return  of  Odysseus,  tells  us 
how  no  one  recognises  in  the  old  beggar  the  young 
princely  master  who  had  left  the  island  twenty  years 
ago,  except  Argos,  his  dog.  He  pricks  up  his  ears, 
wags  his  tail,  and  dies.  How  diflferent  the  old  nurse ! 
She  is  first  struck  by  the  whole  appearance  (the  Je/xay, 
one  might  almost  say  the  efcJo?),  then  by  the  voice,  then 
bv  the  feet ;  but  she  hesitates  even  then,  till  at  last 


*  See  '  BiographieB  of  Words,'  by  M.  M.,  in  '  Good  Words,*  April, 
1886,  p.  246,  aud  compare  homo  emunctioris  nasi  in  Latin, 
aver  buou  naso  in  Italian,  tener  narices  de  perro  perdi- 
gnero  in  Spanish.     Brinkmann,  Metaphern,  p.  183. 
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she  discovers  the  scar  on  his  knee.  This  is  the 
salient  feature,  one  might  almost  say  the  ISiov^  by 
which  she  recognises  her  foster-child.  No  psycholo- 
gist, wishing  to  illustrate  the  difference  between  the 
mind  of  animals  and  the  mind  of  men,  could  have 
done  so  more  poetically,  and  yet  more  truly,  than 
Homer  in  describing  the  recognition  of  Odysseus  by 
his  dog  Argos  and  by  his  nurse  Eurykleia,  the  one 
sniflSng,  the  other  reasoning,  the  one  trusting  to 
his  nose,  the  other  to  her  reason. 

Travellers  have  often  been  struck  with  the  quick- 
ness with  which  people  in  a  low  stage  of  civilisation 
arrive  at  practical  conclusions.  When  Captain  Head 
was  travelling  across  the  Pampas  of  South  America, 
his  guide  one  day  suddenly  stopped  him,  and,  point- 
ing high  into  the  air,  cried  out,  '  A  lion  !  *  Surprised 
at  such  an  exclamation,  accompanied  witli  such  an 
act,  he  turned  up  his  eyes,  and  with  diflBculty  per- 
ceived, at  an  immeasurable  height,  a  flight  of  condors 
soaring  in  circles  in  a  particular  spot.  Beneath  this 
spot,  far  out  of  sight  of  himself  or  guide,  lay  the 
carcass  of  a  horse,  and  over  that  carcass  stood,  as  the 
guide  well  knew,  a  lion,  whom  the  condors  were  eye- 
ing with  envy  from  their  airy  height.  The  signal  of 
the  birds  was  to  him,  what  the  sight  of  the  lion  alone 
would  have  be^n  to  the  traveller,  of  full  assurance  of 
its  existence  ^  The  same  kind  of  immediate  and 
almost  intuitive  judgment  animals  share  in  common 
with  man,  nay,  they  seem  to  excel  man  in  their  spon- 
taneous, and  therefore  unerring  combinations. 

No  one  is  more  inclined  to  believe  almost  anything 


^  Sir  J.  Herschel's  Preliminary  Discourse,  p.   84.     Thomson, 
Laws  of  Thought,  p.  58. 
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about  dogs  than  I  am,  and  I  speak  from  a  long 
acquaintance  and  friendship  with  them. 

My  dog  Waldmann  ^  was  once  in  his  younger  days 
sent  to  a  show  at  the  Crystal  Palace.  He  had  been 
on  his  stand  for  three  days  with  thousands  of  other 
dogs,  and  looked  at  by  thousands  of  human  beings. 
When  I  went  there  on  a  Saturday  to  fetch  him  back, 
I  was  most  careful  not  to  speak,  not  even  to  look 
where  he  was.  I  moved  by  in  a  dense  crowd,  but 
long  before  I  came  near  him,  the  dog  jumped  from 
the  table  to  which  he  was  chained,  and  nearly  hanged 
himself  by  trying  to  reach  me.  How  did  he  know 
me  ?  It  may  be  by  scent,  but  this  must  have  enabled 
him  to  distinguish  me  from  thousands  of  other  people 
with  a  greater  assurance  than  that  which  enables  us 
to  distinguish  black  from  white.  How  did  I  know 
my  dog,  or  rather,  I  ought  to  say  how  should  I  have 
known  him  among  hundreds  of  Dachs-hunds,  all 
being  black  and  tan,  all  having  crooked  legs  and  very 
long  backs  ?  First  of  all,  by  a  general  vague  impres- 
sion, afterwards  by  one  or  two  salient  points,  but 
probably  never  with  that  assurance  with  which  he 
knew  me,  unless  he  had  first  spoken  to  me.      y 

And  what  applies  to  the  highly  developed  sense 
of  scent  in  dogs,  applies  equally  to  the  highly  deve- 
loped sense  of  sight,  for  instance,  in  pigeons.  How 
can  we  attempt  to  realise  what  passes  within  the  mind 
of  an  animal  whose  organ  of  sight  is  actually  larger 
than  the  whole  of  its  brain,  as  is  the  case  with 
certain  pigeons  remarkable  for  their  long  flights  ? 
We  can  imagine  anything  we  like  about  what  passes 


'  He  is  the  father  of  Matthew  Arnold's  Oeist,  and  is  still  in 
good  health  and  spirits. 
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in  the  mind  of  an  animal^ — we  can  know  absolutely 
nothing. 

A  great  deal  has  often  been  made  of  what  animals 

Theteachin  ^^^  ^®  taught  to  do,  but  we  must  re- 
of  AnimAis  member  that  to  be  taught  a*  thing  is 
^  ^^  very  different  from  producing  it  ourselves. 
If  a  dog  or  an  elephant  or  a  parrot  were  to  learn 
the  whole  of  Littr^'s  Dictionary  of  the  French 
Language  by  heart,  that  would  not  prove  that  dogs 
could  have  produced  the  French  language.  It  is  said 
that  our  children  too  are  taught  English  or  French. 
That  is  true,  but  they  are  the  descendants  and  so  far 
the  representatives  of  a  race  which  produced  language, 
and  if  there  is  hereditary  transmission  in  body,  there 
is  hereditary  transmission  in  thought  also. 

Even  the  most  unintelligent  of  animals  can  be 
LeBsonB  tauglit  Very  strange  lessons ;  but  the 
taught  a  Pike,  questiou  remains  to  be  answered  whether 
these  lessons  are  performed  intelligently.  We  must 
be  careful  not  to  believe  all  that  is  told  us  about 
the  intelligence  of  dogs  and  cats  and  ants,  for  no 
ancient  MS.  is  more  difficult  to  decipher  than  the 
acts  of  animals,  and  no  loving  parents  are  more 
foolish  about  what  they  see  in  their  children  than 
fanciers  of  bees  and  ants  are  about  the  cleverness 
of  their  pets.  The  following  experiment,  however, 
is  vouched  for  by  an  exceptionally  trustworthy  au- 
thority. It  was  very  ingeniously  contrived  by  Mr. 
Amtsberg  of  Stralsund  with  a  view  of  discovering 
the  powers  of  generalisation  in  the  ordinary  habits 
of  animals,  and  was  described  by  Dr.  Mobius,  Pro- 
fessor of  Zoology  at  Kiel  \ 

*  »Schriften  des  Naturwissenschaltlichen  Vereins  fiir  Schleswig- 
Holstein;  Separatabdruck,  Kiel,  1873. 
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*  A  pike,  who  swallowed  all  small  fishes  which  were 
put  into  his  aquarium,  was  separated  from  them  by 
a  pane  of  glass,  so  that,  whenever  he  tried  to  pounce 
on  them,  he  struck  his  gills  against  the  glass,  and 
sometimes  so  violently  that  he  remained  lying  on 
his  back,  like  dead.  He  recovered,  however,  and 
repeated  his  onslaughts,  till  they  became  rarer  and 
rarer,  and  at  last,  after  three  months,  ceased  alto- 
gether. After  having  been  in  solitary  confinement 
for  six  months,  the  pane  of  glass  was  removed  from 
the  aquarium,  so  that  the  pike  could  again  roam 
about  freely  among  the  other  fishes.  He  at  once 
swam  towards  them,  but  he  never  touched  any  one 
of  them,  but  always  halted  at  a  respectful  distance 
of  about  an  inch,  and  was  satisfied  to  share  with  the 
rest  the  meat  that  was  thrown  into  the  aquarium. 
He  had  therefore  been  trained  so  as  not  to  attack 
the  other  fishes  which  he  knew  as  inhabitants  of  the 
same  tank.  As  soon,  however,  as  a  strange  fish 
was  thrown  into  the  aquarium,  the  pike  in  nowise 
respected  him,  but  swallowed  him  at  once.  After 
he  had  done  this  forty  times,  all  the  time  respecting 
the  old  companions  of  his  imprisonment,  he  had  to 
be  removed  from  the  aquarium  on  account  of  his 
large  size. 

*  The  training  of  this  pike,'  as  Professor  Mobius 
remarks,  'was  not,  therefore,  based  on  judgment; 
it  consisted  only  in  the  establishment  of  a  certain 
direction  of  will,  in  consequence  of  uniformly  recur- 
rent sensuous  impressions.  The  merciful  treatment 
of  the  fishes  which  were  familiar  to  him,  or,  as  some 
would  say,  which  he  knew,  shows  only  that  the  pike 
acted  without  reflection.  Their  view  provoked  in 
him,  no  doubt,  the  natural  desire  to  swallow  them, 
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but  it  evoked  at  the  same  time  the  recollection  of 
the  pain  he  had  suffered  on  their  account,  and  the 
sad  impression  that  it  was  impossible  to  reach  the 
prey  which  he  so  much  desired.  These  impressions 
acquired  a  greater  power  than  his  voracious  instinct, 
and  repressed  it,  at  least  for  a  time.  The  same 
sensuous  impression,  proceeding  from  the  same 
fishes,  was  always  in  his  soul  the  beginning  of  the 
same  series  of  psychic  acts.  He  could  not  help 
repeating  this  series,  like  a  machine,  but  like  a 
machine  with  a  soul,  which  has  this  advantage  over 
mechanical  machines,  that  it  can  adapt  its  work  to 
unforeseen  circumstances,  while  a  mechanical  machine 
cannot.  The  pane  of  glass  was  to  the  organism  of 
the  pike  one  of  these  xmforeseen  circumstances.' 

The  same  process  is  sometimes  adopted  in  the 
earliest  education  of  children  and  with  much  the 
same  result,  only  that  in  the  case  of  a  child  we  are 
apt  to  say  that  it  reasons,  even  before  it  can  speak, 
though  in  reality  it  is  only  influenced  by  the  memory 
of  repeated  uniform  experiences.  A  child  therefore 
may  well  be  said  to  have  memory,  before  it  has 
language,  just  as  the  pike  remembers,  though  it 
cannot  speak  ^  What  a  pike  cannot  do  is  to  learn 
to  speak,  and  to  do  anything  which  can  be  done  by 
speech  alone.  And  this,  it  seems  to  me,  was  clearly 
perceived  by  Hume  when  he  somewhat  boldly  said 
that  *  animals  in  their  inferences  are  not  guided  by 
reasoning^,'  or  when  Mill  said  :  *  There  is  no  ground 
for  attributing  to  any  of  the  lower  animals  the  use  of 
signs  of  such  a  nature  as  to  render  general  proposi- 


^  See  Huxley,  Hume,  p.  97. 

-  Sec,  however,  Huxley,  I.e.,  p.  108. 
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tions  possible.  But/  he  adds,  *  those  animals  profit  by 
experience,  and  avoid  what  they  have  found  to  cause 
them  pain,  in  the  same  manner,  though  not  always 
with  the  same  skill  (I  should  say,  often  with  far 
greater  skill)  as  a  human  creature.  Not  only  the 
burnt  child,  but  the  burnt  dog,  dreads  the  fire  '.* 

There    are   other  instances,   however,   of  animal 
intelligence,  or  whatever  else  we  like  to   tj^^  jj^^^.^^ 
call  it,  which  are  simply  beyond  all  com-     of  the  Em- 
prehension.     We  may  apply  to  them  what    p^'^'^^^^- 
names   we    please,  instinct,  light  of  nature,  divine 
guidance   or  anything  else,  but  we  can  only  stand 
by   and   admire.     I   shall   give    one  case  only,  but 
again,  one  which   I   believe   to   be    perfectly   well 
authenticated,   and    for    the   explanation   of  which 
neither  inheritance,  nor  habit,  nor  imitation  can  be 
of  any  avail  ^. 

'Th^  grub  of  the  "Saturnia  Pavonia  minor" 
spins,  at  the  upper  end  of  its  case,  a  double  roof  of  stiff 
bristles,  held  together  at  the  end  by  very  fine  threads. 
This  roof  opens  through  a  very  light  pressure  from 
within,  but  offers  a  strong  resistance  to  any  pressure 
from  without.  If  the  grub  acted  according  to  judg- 
ment and  reason,  it  would,  according  to  human  ideas, 
have  had  to  consider  as  foUows: — That  it  might 
possibly  become  a  chrysalis,  and  be  exposed  to  all 
sorts  of  accidents  without  any  chance  of  escape, 
unless  it  took  sufficient  precautions ;  that  it  would 
rise  from  the  chrysalis  as  a  butterfly,  without  having 
the  organs  and  power  to  break  the  covering  which  it 
had  spun  as  a  grub,  or  without  being  able,  like  other 


»  Logic,  ii.  3,  3. 

'  Autenrieth,  Ansichten  ilber  Natur  und  Seelenleben,  1835. 
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butterflies,  to  emit  a  liquid  capable  of  dissolving 
silky  threads;  that,  therefore,  unless  it  had,  while 
a  grub,  made  preparations  for  an  easy  exit  from  its 
prison,  it  would  suffer  in  it  a  premature  death. 
While  engaged  in  building  such  a  prison  the  grub 
ought  to  have  perceived  clearly  that,  in  order  to 
escape  hereafter  as  a  butterfly,  it  would  have  to 
make  a  roof  so  constructed  that  it  should  protect 
from  without,  but  open  easily  from  within,  and  that 
this  could  be  efiected  by  means  of  stiff  silky  bristles, 
converging  in  the  middle,  but  otherwise  free.  It 
would  also  have  to  know  beforehand  that  for  that 
purpose  the  same  silky  substance  had  to  be  used 
out  of  which  the  whole  covering  was  built  up,  only 
with  greater  art.  And  yet  it  could  not  have  been 
instructed  in  this  by  its  parents,  because  they  were 
dead  before  it  escaped  from  its  egg.  Nor  could  it 
have  learnt  it  by  habit  and  experience,  for  it  per- 
forms this  work  of  art  once  only  in  its  life ;  nor  by- 
imitation,  for  it  does  not  live  in  society.  Its  under- 
standing, too,  could  be  but  little  cultivated  during 
its  grub-life,  for  it  does  nothing  but  creep  about  on 
the  shrub  on  which  it  first  saw  the  light,  eat  its 
leaves,  cling  to  it  with  its  feet,  so  as  not  to  fall 
to  the  ground,  and  hide  beneath  a  leaf,  so  as  not  to 
be  wetted  by  the  rain.  To  shake  off  by  involuntary 
contortions  its  old  skin  whenever  it  became  uncom- 
fortable, was  the  whole  of  its  life,  the  whole  of  its 
reasoning,  before  it  began  to  spin  its  marvellous 
shroud.*  I  have  given  these  two  cases  rather  fully, 
because  they  seem  to  me  typical  cases  of  acquired 
and  unacquired  wisdom,  and  because  I  felt  it  necessary, 
once  for  all,  to  define  my  own  position  with  respect 
to  the  so-called  intellect  of  animals. 
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The  hopelessness  of  explaiaing  cases  of  this  kind 
according  to  any  scientific  principles,  and  useUs*  argu- 
the  arbitrariness  witli  which  students  of  ment*  derived 
nature  have  explained  them  neverthe-  intelligence  of 
less  in  support  of  the  most  opposite  »n"n»i»' 
views  on  the  mental  faculties  of  men  and  ani- 
mals, had  formerly  led  to  a  kind  of  understanding 
among  serious  psychologists,  never  to  appeal  to  this 
kind  of  evidence  again.  We  can  imagine,  for  instance, 
that  a  mollusc  is  a  mere  mass  of  pulp  and  lives  in 
total  darkness,  but  we  may  equally  well  imagine 
that,  being  free  from  all  the  disturbances  of  the 
senses,  and  out  of  the  reach  of  all  those  causes  of 
error  to  which  man  is  liable,  it  may  possess  a  much 
more  perfect  self-knowledge,  a  much  truer  and 
deeper  insight  into  the  essence  of  the  Absolute,  and 
a  much  fuller  appreciation  of  eternal  truths  than 
any  human  soul.  If  further  proof  were  wanted  that 
all  the  observations  on  the  intelligence  of  animals 
and  all  the  conclusions  that  have  been  based  on  it 
are  useless,  nay,  even  mischievous,  we  might  appeal 
to  the  fact  that  while  some  of  the  greatest  philoso- 
phers have  convinced  themselves  that  animals  are 
mere  automatic  machines,  others  equally  great  see 
no  essential  difference  between  man  and  animal,  not 
even  that  of  language.  I  therefore  warn  my  readers 
once  for  all,  that  if,  either  in  order  to  answer  other 
philosophers  or  to  come  to  an  understanding  with 
them,  I  speak  sometimes  of  the  intellect  of  a  dog  or 
an  elephant  or  an  ape,  I  do  not  speak  of  real  animals, 
but  only  of  those  conventional  beings  that  owe  their 
existence  to  the  pleasure  of  physiologists  and  psycho- 
logists, but  are  nowhere  to  be  found  in  nature. 

Returning  after  these  preliminaries  to  my  study 
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with  its  table,  its  flowers,  and  its  carpet,  I  am 
willing  to  admit  that  the  dog,  the  conventional  dog, 
who  is  all  the  time  lying  at  my  feet  on  the  carpet, 
has  no  perception  of  the  carpet  as  such,  or  a  concept 
of  the  carpet  as  a  piece  of  workmanship  or  a  work 
of  art.  Though  he  feels,  and  smells,  and  sees  what 
we  call  carpet,  he  cannot  be  said  to  be  conscious  of 
his  perceiving.  Sensation  and  consciousness  of  sensa- 
tion represent  two  diflferent  worlds  \  He  would  never 
distinguish  its  colours  or  pattern,  never  notice  its 
too  visible  seams,  never  utter  a  peculiar  bark  for 
carpet.  All  this,  however,  throws  very  little  light 
on  the  presence  or  absence  of  attention  in  our  own 
mind,  and  leaves  many  things  even  in  the  mind  of 
the  conventional  dog  quite  unexplained.  Why,  for 
instance,  should  the  same  dog  perceive  the  step  of 
his  master  or  of  a  stranger  on  the  staircase  long 
before  I  do,  and  why  should  he  be  able  to  draw  what 
may  be  called  an  inference  as  to  a  cat  having  crept 
over  his  carpet,  from  indications  far  too  faint  to 
attract  mv  attention  or  excite  mv  interest  ? 

Instead  of  having  recourse  to  animals,  or  rather  to 
the  ever-ready  conventional  animal  of  the  philoso- 
pher, it  is  far  better  to  examine  ourselves,  if  we  want 
to  find  out  vhat  does  or  what  does  not  pass  within 
our  own  mind.  We  shall  then  discover  that,  in  spite 
of  our  own  loose  phraseology,  we  never  in  reality 
perceive  anything,  unless  we  can  distinguish  it  from 
other  things  by  means,  if  not  of  a  word,  yet  of  a  sign ; 
that  is,  till  we  have  passed  through  the  four  stages  of 
sensation,  perception,  conception,  and,  more  important 
than  all,  of  naming ;  for  we  name,  not  only  by  words, 
but  by  other  signs  also. 

*  See  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  212. 
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What  we  may,  however,  grant  to  the  physio- 
logical psychologists  is  that  our  senses  unperceived 
receive  many  impressions  unperceived,  impreBsiont. 
impressions  of  which  we  are  not  conscious  at  the 
time,  and  that  some  of  these  impressions  may  leave 
traces  behind  which  influence  and  determine  our 
thoughts  in  a  way  quite  inexplicable  to  ourselves. 
There  are  degrees  of  listlessness  and  attention,  and 
some  of  these  half-realised  impressions  may  well 
account  for  the  vague  imaginings,  for  dreams  and 
fancies,  which  are  familiar  to  most  of  us,  but  which 
we  are  often  totally  unable  to  explain.  Do  we  not 
often  imagine  that  we  have  seen  a  face  or  scenery, 
though  we  have  not  1  Do  not  images  and  thoughts 
suddenly  rise  within  us,  though  we  cannot  tell 
whence  they  come  and  whither  they  go  ?  Unrealised 
impressions  may  not  account  for  the  whole  of  this 
mysterious  sphere  of  what  has  been  sometimes 
called  'unconscious  cerebrisation,^  but  they  never- 
theless may  have  their  share  in  it. 

We  have  thus  seen  at  the  very  beginning  of  our 
analysis  of  the  human  mind  how  much    ...        ^ 

J  AbondAnoe  of 

confusion  of  thought  can  be  caused  by  the  Phiiooophicai 
abundance  and  super-abundance  of  philo-  Temu. 
sophical  terms.  Because  we  have  a  name  for  im- 
pressions by  the  side  of  sensations,  we  are  led 
to  imagine  that  impressions  do  actually  exist  by 
the  side  of  sensations.  But  what  was  originally 
meant  by  impression  was  not  something  beside 
sensation,  but  rather  one  side  of  sensation,  namely 
the  passive  side,  which  may  be  spoken  of  by  itself,  but 
which  in  every  real  sensation  is  inseparable  from  its 
active  side.  We  can  never  be  entirely  passive  when 
we  receive  (capiendo    re-cipimus),  that  is,  when 

c 


18  FIRST  CHAPTER. 

we  lay  hold  of  what  is  oflfered  us.  Even  the  faintest 
shiver  of  our  senses  is  pervaded  by  something  pecu- 
liar to  ourselves,  something  which  we  must  accustom 
ourselves  to  call  mental.  The  term  impression  may 
be  useful  for  certain  purposes,  but  it  becomes  mis- 
chievous as  soon  as  it  is  taken  for  something  en- 
tirely independent  of  ourselves.  We  shall  meet  with 
this  difficulty  again  and  again,  and  we  shall  arrive 
at  the  conclusion,  I  beheve,  that  it  would  really 
be  the  greatest  benefit  to  mental  science,  if  all 
such  terms  as  impression,  sensation,  perception, 
intuition,  presentation,  representation,  con- 
ception, idea,  thought,  cognition,  as  well  as 
sense,  mind,  memory,  intellect,  understanding, 
reason,  soul,  spirit,  and  all  the  rest  could  for  a 
time  be  banished  from  our  philosophical  dictionaries, 
and  not  be  re-admitted  till  they  had  undergone  a 
thorough  purification. 

That  every  one  of  these  words  is  used  in  diflferent 
senses  by  diflferent  philosophers  might  be  tolerated, 
if  only  each  philosopher  would  tell  us  clearly, 
and  once  for  all,  in  what  sense  he  himself  means 
to  use  them.  But  this  is  what  few  philosophers, 
not  even  Kant,  attempt  to  do ;  and  if  they  do  it, 
they  often  seem  to  imagine  that  because  there  are 
so  many  words,  there  must  also  be  so  many  dis- 
tinctions^. They  overburden  us  with  definitions 
which  overlap  each  other  and  make  confusion  worse 
confounded. 

Nor  is  this  all.     In  every  act  of  the  mind  we  may 

*  Mill,  Logic,  i.  3,  9,  rightly  speaks  of  the  disposition,  wherever 
we  meet  with  two  names  which  are  not  precisely  synonymous,  to 
suppose  that  they  must  be  the  names  of  two  different  things,  as  a 
'Cause  of  many  delusions. 
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distinguish  at  least  three  things,  the  act,  the  in- 
strument, sometimes  called  the  faculty,  Act,  initro-' 
and  the  result,  though  we  ought  always  n>eJi*i ^■ai*- 
to  remember  that  these  three  can  never  be  com- 
pletely separated.  This  will  require  more  careful 
examination. 

Impression  is  generally  used  in  the  sense  of 
a  product.  It  seems  to  imply  no  act,  and  to  require 
no  instrument.  All  that  we  are  told  is  that  an  im- 
pression is  caused  by  an  irritation  of  the  senses. 

Sensation  means  both  an  act  and  the  product 
of  the  act.  The  instrument  would  be  called  sense 
or  the  senses. 

Perception  is  an  act,  its  product  may  be  dis- 
tinguished by  the  name  of  percept,  but  it  is  diflScult 
to  find  a  good  name  for  the  instrument.  What  I 
mean  by  perception  is  sometimes  called  presenta- 
tion (Vorstellung)  or  image,  by  Locke  idea,  by 
Hume  impression,  by  others  intuition  (Anschau- 
ung),  etc.  I  should  have  preferred  to  use  mind 
as  the  name  of  the  instrument  or  faculty  through 
which  we  realise  our  perceptions,  but  we  want  this 
word  in  its  more  general  sense,  comprising  all  that 
is  going  on  within  us,  and  we  are  therefore  driven  to 
take  the  name  of  imagination  (Einbildungskraft^), 
if  we  want  to  speak  of  that  supposed  instrument  or 
faculty  which  enables  us  to  form  images  or  sensuous 
percepts. 

Conception  is  an  act,  its  product  a  concept, 
while  the  instrument  is  called  by  various  names, 
intellect,  understanding  (Verstand),  reason  (Ver- 
nunfl),  synthesis  of  recognition,  etc. 


^  '  Transcendental  unity  of  imagination,*  Kant. 

C  2 
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If  we  add  to  these  nine  terms  those  of  Naming^ 

Sensation.     (Logos),  Language,  and  Name,  we  have 

CoMeption     ^^^  ^®  want  in  speaking  definitely  of  the 

Naming,      operations  of  the  mind.     I  shall  confine 

myself,  as  much  as  possible,  to  this  terminology,  but  I 

must  reserve  its  full  justification  for  a  later  part  of 

this  enquiry. 

Act.  Instrument  or  Faculty.  Product. 

Sensation,  Sense,  Sensations. 

Perception,  Imagination,  Percepts  \ 

Conception,  Intellect,  Concepts '. 

Naming,  Language,  Names. 

In  addition  to  these  we  still  want  two  words,  one 
Memory  to  cxprcss  the  partial  permanence  of  sen- 
andMind.  gations,  pcrccpts,  and  concepts,  which  I 
call  Memory,  or  if  we  must  distinguish  between 
act  and  instrument,  remembrance  and  memory. 
We  shall  see,  however,  that  for  our  mental  operations 
Obliviscence  is  often  more  important  than 
Memory,  and  exercises  the  greatest  influence,  not 
only  on  our  reasoning,  but  on  our  fancy  also.  Another 
name  is  wanted  as  a  general  term  for  all  that  is  going 
on  within  us,  whether  sensation,  perception,  con- 
ception, or  naming,  for  which  I  reserve  Mind,  if  we 
want  a  noun,  and  to  think,  if  we  want  a  verb  ^ 

Sensation,  being  shared  in  common  by  men  and 
animals,  is  often  represented  as  the  lowest  degree  of 

*  Locke:  Simple  ideas,  (i)  of  sense,  (2)  of  reflection.  Berke- 
ley: Ideas,  (i)  imprinted  on  the  senses,  (2)  produced  by  the 
passions.     Hume:  Impressions. 

-  Locke:  Complex  ideas.  Berkeley:  Ideas  formed  by 
memory  and  imagination.     Hume:  Ideas. 

•  Thus  Descailes  (Principes  de  Philosophic,  ed.  Cousin,  p.  57) 
says:  'c'est  pourquoi  non-seulement  entendre,  vouloir,  imaginer, 
mais  aussi  sentir,  c'est  la  mime  chose  ici  que  penser.'  See  Huxley,, 
Hume,  p.  62. 
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mental  activity.  But  though  it  may  be  the  lowest, 
in  so  far  as  it  is  the  first  act,  it  is  also  Thefunda- 
in  another  sense  the  highest,  the  first,  the  ^^^/o* 
most  important  act.  Instead  of  being  the  Semation. 
most  easy  to  understand,  it  is  really  the  most 
mvsterious,  an  act  which  admits  of  no  simile  or  meta- 
phor  anywhere,  an  act  which  we  cannot  explain 
by  any  other,  an  ultimate  fact  in  our  subjective 
world,  as  motion  is  in  the  objective  world.  French 
philosophers  imagined  that  by  their  tenet  of  Penser, 
c'estsentir,  they  w^ere  degrading  thought ;  but  they 
were  wrong.  Condillac  and  his  school  had  previously 
taken  out  of  sentir  all  that  is  penser,  and  they  then 
thought  that,  like  a  clever  juggler,  they  could  startle 
the  world  by  showing  that  the  bird  was  still  to  be 
found  in  the  broken  egg-shell.  If,  however,  we  take 
sensation,  such  as  it  really  is,  impregnated  with 
thought,  not  such  as  it  was  imagined  to  be,  as  a 
reflection  in  a  looking-glass  or  an  impression  on  a 
tabula  rasa,  then  penser  may  as  truly  be  said  to 
be  sentir,  as  an  oak  tree  may  be  said  to  be  the 
acorn.  We  must  only  remember  that  an  acorn  is  far 
more  wonderful  than  an  oak  tree,  and  perceiving  far 
more  wonderful  than  thinking. 

What  is  called  Locke's  tenet,  though  it  dates  from 
a  much  earlier  time  S  Nihil  est  in  intel-    Nihil  e»t  in 
lectu  quod  non  ante  fuerit  in  sensu,      inteiiectu 

1  •   1  -    1  1  I  quod  non 

which   one   might    translate    by    *on   ne    gimuisitin 
pense   que   ce    qu'on   a   senti,*    is   the        **'""• 
truth,  though  it  is  not  the  whole  truth.    My  objection 


*  In  a  letter  from  Sir  T.  Bodley  to  Sir  F.  Bacon,  dated  February, 
1607,  we  read:  ^It  being  a  maxim  of  all  men's  approving,  in 
intellectu  nihil  est  quod  non  prius  fuit  in  sensu.'  Locke 
lived  1 632-1 704. 
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to  it  is  that  it  sounds  somewhat  mythological,  convey- 
ing the  idea  as  if  there  were  two  chambers,  one  called 
sense,  the  other  intellect,  and  as  if  objects  marched 
from  one  into  the  other.  What  it  is  really  meant  to 
show  is  that  without  sense  there  would  be  nothing 
for  the  intellect  to  do ;  or,  if  we  prefer  Kant's  ex- 
pression, that  the  intellect  without  sense  would  be 
empty,  as  sense  without  intellect  would  be  blind. 
Locke's  tenet  becomes  perfectly  right,  however,  as 
soon  as  we  change  it  into  Nihil  est  in  intellectu 
quod  non  simul  sit  in  sensu,  and  Nihil  est  in 
sensu  quod  non  simul  sit  in  intellectu.  And 
this  has  the  sanction  of  Kant,  who  says  in  so  many 
words,  '  There  is  nothing  in  the  senses  that  is  not 
at  the  same  time  in  the  intellect;'  and  of  a  still 
older  sage,  who  said  :  voC^  6pa  koI  poS^  aKovety  TaWa 

Ka>(f)a  Ka\  Tv(f>\a, 

But  let  us  now  go  a  step  further.     For  a  long  time 

Can  Percepts    »  child,  wc  Icuow,  though  his  cycs  may 

exist  by      rcst  ou  the  carpct  in  the  nursery,  would 

themselves,     i  ,  i     ,•  n   l^ 

nave  no  percept,  no  representation  oi  the 
carpet  as  a  whole.     He  might  miss  the  carpet  if  it 
were  taken  away,  and  be  pleased  even  unto  uttering 
shouts  of  delight  if  it  were  brought  back!     But  of 
a  carpet,  as  such,  the  young  child  has  as  yet  no  per- 
cept, still  less  any  concept  or  name.     Nay,  it  is  quite 
possible   in  our   state  of  society  that  a  child  may 
have  the  name  for  carpet,  whether  in  the  language 
of  the  nurse  or  in  his  own  peculiar  baby-language, 
long  before  he  could  be  said  to  have  a  concept  of  it. 
And  here  I  must  warn  all  psychologists  against 
Dangers  of    ^    ucw   danger,  quite   as   great    as   that 
Psychology,    which  I  pointed  out  before  in  the  case  of 
animals.     If  there  is  danger  from  Menagerie  Psycho- 
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logy,  there  is  still  greater  danger  from  Nursery 
Psychology.  Nothing  is  more  common  among  psy- 
chologists than  to  imagine  that  they  can  study  the 
earliest  processes  in  the  formation  of  the  human 
mind  by  watching  the  awakening  mental  powers 
of  a  child  The  illustrations  taken  from  the  nursery 
are  not  perhaps  quite  so  fanciful  as  those  collected 
from  menageries,  but  they  have  often  done  more 
mischief,  because  they  sound  so  much  more  plau- 
sible. There  is  probably  no  philosopher  who  has 
not  tried  to  watch  the  development  of  the  human 
mind  in  watching  the  daily  manifestations  of  an 
awakening  intellect  in  his  own  child.  These  paternal 
experiments  are  always  very  charming,  but  their 
inherent  di£Sculties  are  insuperable.  We  cannot 
isolate  the  child,  unless  we  repeat  the  experiment  of 
the  Emperor  Frederick  II ;  and  the  disturbing  in- 
fluences of  the  artificial  atmosphere  in  which  our 
children  are  brought  up  are  such  as  to  render  all 
observations  almost  entirely  useless  \ 

Nothing  remains  here  also  but  to  examine  ourselves, 
and  by  this  process  we  shall  find  that,  like  unper- 
ceived  sensations,  unconceived  perceptions  are  im- 
possible in  actual  thought,  though  in  theory  they 
may  be  postulated  as  hidden  factors  in  the  silent 
growth  of  our  mind. 

In  forming  percepts  we  are  not  receptive  or  pas- 
sive only,  for  every  percept  is  perceived   space,  •Kme, 
by  us  under  the  inherent  conditions  of  *^^  Caiuaiity. 
our  sensuous  intuition.  Space  and  Time,  and  sub- 

*  That  some  useful  hiDts  may  be  taken  from  watching  children 
is  not  denied.  Mr.  Horatio  Hall's  paper,  *  On  the  Origin  of  Lan- 
guages/ I S86,  shows  the  advantages,  but  also  the  dangers,  of  observa- 
tions made  on  this  parler  enfantin.  Lect.  on  the  S.  L.,voL  i.  p.  394. 
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ject  to  what  has  been  called  the  fundamental  cate- 
gory of  our  mind,  the  category  of  Causality,  that  is, 
the  necessity  under  which  we  are,  if  we  think  at  all, 
of  referring  every  impression  or  sensation  of  ours 
to  a  cause,  changing  it  thereby  into  an  external 
object.  Thus  sweetness,  redness,  coldness,  or  heat, 
which  represent  at  first  passive  states  of  the  subject 
only,  are  changed  thiough  an  inherent  necessity  of 
our  mind  of  accepting  everything  as  efiect  and  cause, 
into  a  cause,  or  into  what  we  call  an  object  out- 
side ourselves.  Instead  of  saying,  as  we  should 
say  while  only  impressed,  tliat  we  are  hot  or  cold,  or 
that  we  feel  sweet  or  red,  we  add  that  we  are  so  be- 
cause of  something  else,  and  we  then  proceed  to  say 
that  this  something  else  outside  us  is  sweet,  or  red, 
or  cold,  or  hot,  such  as  sweet  (sugar),  a  red  (rose), 
cold  (ice),  hot  (fire).  What  this  '  something  else '  is, 
and  whether  it  is  anything  at  all  outside  us,  are 
questions  which  do  not  concern  us  here.  If  we  must 
have  a  name  for  it,  Kant's  Ding  an  sich  seems  the 
least  objectionable,  particularly  if  we  define  it  as  no 
more  than  '  the  transcendental  ground  of  the  unity  of 
consciousness  in  the  synthesis  of  the  manifold  in  the 
object  of  experience  ^' 

The  forms  of  space  and  time  then  follow  by  them- 
selves, for  we  cannot  but  look  upon  all  that  is  out- 
side us  as  perceived  and  measured  from  the  central 
standpoint  of  each  individual  ego,  i.e.  as  being  in 
Space;  wliile  we  must  likewise  look  upon  all  that 
passes  within  us  as  perceived  and  measured  from  the 
momentary  standpoint  occupied  by  each  individual 
ego,  i.e.  in  Time.  The  individual  percipient  must 
constitute  both  the  Here  and  the  Now  for  all  that  is 

*  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  24. 
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to  be  perceived,  otherwise  the  percepts  would  not  be 
his  percepts.  This  is  what  Kant  meant  when  he 
said  :  *  If  I  take  away  all  thought  from  an  empirical 
cognition,  there  remains  no  cognition  whatever  of  an 
object,  for  nothing  is  thought  by  mere  intuition,  and 
the  fact  of  my  senses  being  affected  gives  me  nothing 
that  relates  to  any  object.'  Instead  therefore  of  saying 
that  we  cannot  think  in  sight  or  see  in  thought,  we 
should  rather  say  that  we  never  see  without  thought 
nor  think  without  sight  or  the  shadows  of  sight. 

But  though  in  this  sense  all  real  percepts,  being  re- 
presentations in  time  and  space,  or  images,  ^^^cevu  m- 
or  phantasmata,  are  already  our  own  work,  Beparabiefrom 
they  are  still  more  so  if  we  consider  that  ^  ^'^^^p*^ 
in  actual  thought  percepts  always  participate  in  the 
nature  of  concepts  ^  Most  philosophers  draw  a  sharp 
line  of  separation  between  percepts  and  concepts, 
because  percepts  are  always  representations  of  single 
objects,  and  because  it  is  an  old  maxim  of  philo- 
sophy that  there  is  no  knowledge  of  single  things. 
Nevertheless,  as  in  the  case  of  impressions,  we  may 
here  also  admit  a  kind  of  eocene  period,  during 
which  percepts  gradually  rise  towards  the  sphere 
of  concepts,  though  the  admission  of  such  a  period 
is  again  more  the  result  of  reasoning  than  of  actual 
experience.  The  very  moment  we  become  con- 
scious of  a  percept,  or  of  an  individual  object,  we 
have  to  comprehend  it  under  something  else,  and 
thus  to  begin  to  conceive  it,  even  if  it  be  only  under 
the  most  general  categories  of  our  mind.  Sokrates, 
the  moment  he  is  named,  ceases  to  be  a  mere  percept. 


'  '  There  is  do  perception  without  an  intellectual  interpretation 
of  Bcosation.'      T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  176. 


26  FIRST   CHAPTER. 

He  may  be  a  mere  individual,  and  the  sign  by 
which  we  know  him  may  be  a  mere  nomen  pro- 
prium  ;  but  for  all  that,  it  is  a  name,  and  a  name 
always  involves  a  concept,  even  if  it  be  so  general  as 
person,  or  living  thing,  or  being.  Any  green,  as  soon 
as  it  is  perceived  as  this  green,  is  ipso  facto  per- 
ceived as  like  unto  other  greens,  and  as  unlike  yellow 
or  blue;  it  is  conceived  as  something  which  we 
afterwards  call  colour. 

So  that  here  again  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion  with 
which  we  started,  namely  that  though  sensations, 
percepts,  and  concepts  may  be  distinguished,  they  are 
within  our  own  mind  one  and  indivisible.  We  can 
never  know  sensations  except  as  percepts,  we  can 
never  know  of  percepts  except  as  incipient  concepts. 
Each  concept  contains  as  its  ingredients  both  percepts 
and  sensations,  but  neither  of  these  have  any  separate 
existence  except  as  the  causes  of  a  concept.  Sensa- 
tions, once  planted  on  the  soil  of  our  mind,  grow  into 
percepts  and  concepts,  but  the  three  can  as  little  be 
torn  asunder  as  a  flower  can  be  torn  from  the  stem, 
or  the  stem  from  its  seed.  The  three  are  one,  and, 
if  separated,  they  cease  to  be  what  they  are ;  they 
die  and  may  be  preserved  as  withered  flowers,  but 
nothing  can  revive  them  except  a  new  spring,  or  a 
new  creative  act  of  the  mind.  To  quote  Herder  s 
words,  though  with  a  wider  meaning, '  Our  whole  soul 
acts  everywhere  as  one  and  undivided  ^' 

It  has  often  been  said  that  animals  have  sensations 
Percepts  of    and  pcrccpts,  but  that  one  ought  not  to 
Animals.      ascribc  to   them   the   possession   of  con- 
cepts.     Of  the   conventional   animal   of  the  philo- 


^  Noire,  Urspruug  der  Sprache,  p.  47. 
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sopher  this  may  be  quite  true.  We  have  a  right  to 
conclude  by  analogy  that  it  is  so,  provided  only  that 
we  are  always  prepared  to  admit  that  we  do  not 
know  in  the  least  how  animals  philosophise,  and  how 
an  ox  recognises  his  stable-door.  With  this  proviso 
I  am  quite  ready  to  admit  that  animals  may  have 
percepts,  and  that  they  share  in  common  with  man 
what  Kant  calls  the  power  of  sensuous  intuition, 
nay,  in  a  certain  sense  what  Schopenhauer  calls  the 
fimdamental  category  of  causality.  Whether  the  ab- 
sence of  concepts  would  impart  to  the  mental  activity 
of  animals  a  superiority  over  our  mind,  or  an  in- 
feriority, is  not  a  question  which  concerns  us  at  pre- 
sent ;  all  we  have  to  admit  is  that  their  minds,  stored 
with  sensations  and  percepts  only,  would  probably  act 
in  a  way  different  from  our  own.  In  the  mind  of 
man  percepts,  pur  et  simple,  do  not  exist ;  they  are 
always  tinged  with  the  first  rays  of  the  dawn  which 
precedes  the  full  sunrise  of  conceptual  light.  And  a 
percept  which,  as  in  man,  can  become  a  concept,  is 
different  by  this  very  fact  from  a  percept  which,  as  in 
animals,  can  never  grow  into  anything  else  ;  but 
what  the  exact  diflTerence  mav  be  no  human  under- 
standing  can  possibly  fathom,  though  all  the  more 
ample  room  is  left  to  conjecture  and  fancy  ^. 

It  is  pleasant  to  find  sometimes   the  results   of 
hard   philosophical    labour,   the   work    of  centuries 


^  *  liich  diinkt,  der  Mensch  wilrde  sich,  (so  wie  das  eprachlose 
Thier,  das  in  der  ausseren  Welt,  wie  in  einem  dunkeln,  betaubenden 
Wellen-Meere  schwimmt),  ebenfalls  in  dem  vollgestirnten  Himmel 
der  aussem  Anschauung  dumpf  verlieren,  wenn  er  das  verworrene 
Leuchteu  nicht  durch  Sprache  in  Stembilder  abtheilte,  und  sich 
diirch  diese  das  Ganze  in  Theile  fur  das  Bewusstsein  auilosete/ 
Jean  Paul. 
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of  thought,  anticipated  with  the  utmost  simplicity 
An  Anticipa-  by  early  philosophers,  by  men  who  hardly 

t7«Iweni"  ^^^^  *^^*  *^^y  ^^^^  philosophers.    Thus, 

of  Sensation,   in    explaining    a    passage    in    the    Kau- 

Perception,    ^j^j^j^j   Upauishad   (III.    7),   the   Indian 

Conception,  commeutator  says :  '  The  organs  of  sense 
cannot  exist  without  prag^M,  i.  e.  consciousness,  nor 
can  the  objects  of  sense  be  obtained  without  the 
organs  of  sense.  Therefore,  on  the  principle  that 
when  one  thing  cannot  exist  without  another,  the 
two  are  said  to  be  identical,  the  objects  of  sense, 
being  never  found  without  the  organs  of  sense,  are 
identical  with  them,  and  the  organs  of  sense,  being 
never  found  without  pra^/H  or  consciousness,  are 
identical  with  it/  He  gives  as  illustrations  of  what 
he  here  means  by  identity,  that  cloth,  being  never 
seen  without  threads,  is  identical  with  them,  and 
that  the  false  perception  of  silver,  being  never  found 
without  the  mother-of-pearl,  is  identical  with  it. 

Now  what  is  all  this  but  a  simple  anticipation  of 
what  I  have  been  trying  to  establish,  that  sensations 
are  impossible  without  percepts,  and  percepts  with- 
out concepts,  just  as  the  cloth  is  impossible  without 
the  threads,  and  the  threads  without  the  wool  ? 
That  the  objects  of  the  senses  are  identical  with  the 
senses  is  a  statement  which  goes  beyond  our  present 
purpose,  for  we  want  to  prove  no  more  than  that 
they  are  inseparable ;  but  this  passage  from  an 
Indian  commentator  is  curious  at  all  events  as  an 
anticipation  of  the  most  advanced  views  of  European 
idealism. 

We  now  come  to  the  third  and  most  important  and 
most  fiercely  contested  question,  namely,  whether 
concepts  can  exist  without  words.     If  the  question 
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is  put  in  a  vague  way,  namely  whether  we  can  think 
without  words  or  speak  without  thought,  ^^^  ^^^ 
it  is  difficult  to  answer  it.  People  must  exut  by 
define  what  they  mean  by  thinking,  and  *^*^°^»«i^^»  ? 
what  by  speaking.  If,  as  Descartes  says,  every  kind 
of  inward  activity,  whether  sensation,  pain,  pleasure, 
dreaming  or  willing  be  called  thought,  no  doubt  we 
can  think  without  words.  Again,  if  every  kind  of 
shriek  or  howl,  or  even  the  sounds  of  real  words,  but 
taken  from  a  foreign  language,  be  called  language,  we 
can  speak  without  thought.  But  this  is  begging  the 
whole  question.  We  do  not  mean  by  thought  mere 
suffering  of  sensations,  or  willing  of  actions,  nor  do  we 
mean  by  words  mere  sound.  We  mean  by  language 
what  the  Greeks  called  Logos,  word  and  meaning 
in  one,  or  rather  something  of  which  word  and 
meaning  are  only,  as  it  were,  the  two  sides. 

We  may  also,  for  certain  purposes,  distinguish  the 
mere  activity  of  thinking,  as  described  in  formal 
logic,  from  the  objects  of  this  activity;  but  if  we 
ask  what  the  immediate  objects  of  our  thinking  ac- 
tivity are,  we  shall  always  find  they  are  words  ex- 
pressing our  concepts  of  things,  but  not  either  things 
or  concepts.  Cogitamus,  sed  verba  cogitamus^ 
That  we  can  conceive  of  concepts  also,  as  apart  from 
w^ords,  the  very  word  concept  would  seem  to  prove. 
But  we  cannot  be  too  much  on  our  guard  against 
that  very  common  error  that  things  which  can  be 
distinguished  can  therefore  claim  an  independent 
existence.  We  can  distinguish  between  the  hair  of 
our  head  and  the  skin  on  which  it  grows,  but  hair 
cannot   exist,  can   neither  live   nor  grow,  without 


^  St.  AuguetiD,  Magister,  i.  p.  773,  ed.  Lugduni,  1563. 
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something  on  which  it  grows.  We  can  distinguish 
between  an  orange  and  its  peel,  but  there  is  no 
orange  without  peel,  no  peel  without  an  orange. 
We  can  distinguish  between  the  colours  of  the  sur- 
face of  the  peel  of  an  orange  and  the  surface  of  the 
peel,  but  in  rerum  naturS,  no  colour  can  ever  be 
conceived  to  exist  without  a  surface,  as  little  as  a 
surface  without  colour.  Two  lines  are  very  different 
from  the  angle  which  they  enclose,  but  we  can  have 
no  angle  without  the  two  converging  lines. 

The  same  applies  to  language.  No  one  can  be  de- 
ceived by  the  argument  that  words  have  a  separate 
existence  in  grammars  and  dictionaries,  for  we  might 
say  with  the  same  right  that  hairs  have  a  separate 
existence  in  wigs,  or  skins  in  boots.  In  a  perfect  lan- 
guage we  should  expect  different  names  for  living  and 
dead  hair,  just  as  we  distinguish  between  grass  and 
hay.  But  even  in  our  imperfect  languages,  we  can 
distinguish,  in  German  for  instance,  between  Worte, 
living  words,  and  Worter,  dead  words.  A  word 
is  not  a  mere  sound  to  be  written  down  or  to  be 
repeated  by  parrots,  but  a  spoken  and  living  sound  ; 
it  is  originally  an  act  which,  no  doubt,  may  be 
repeated  thoughtlessly,  but  which  ceases  to  be  what 
it  is  as  soon  as  its  intention  is  wanting  or  its  soul 
has  departed. 

We  must  now  face  the  most  important  of  all  ques- 
Language  and  ti^^^s,  namely  whether  concepts  can  exist 
Thought  In-  without  words.  It  is  curious  to  observe 
Bepara  e.  ^^^  unwilUug  pcople  are  to  admit  that 
concepts  without  words  are  impossible,  though  at  the 
same  time  they  are  quite  willing  to  concede  that 
words  are  impossible  without  concepts.  It  seems 
almost  to  be  felt  as  an  indignity  that  what  is  most 
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spiritual  in  \is,  our  thoughts,  should  be  dependent 
on  such  miserable  crutches  as  words  are  supposed 
to  be.  But  why  are  words  to  be  called  miserable 
crutches?  They  are  the  very  limbs,  ay,  they  may 
become  the  very  wings  of  thought.  We  do  not 
complain  that  we  cannot  move  without  our  legs. 
Why  then  should  it  be  thought  humiliating  that 
we  cannot  think  without  words  1 

That  words  are  possible  without  concepts  is  a 
view  most  assiduously  supported  by  one  class  of 
scholars,  namely  by  those  who  see  the  origin  of 
language  in  the  imitation  of  natural  sounds  or  in 
simple  interjections.  Neither  of  these,  however,  are 
what  we  mean  by  language,  and  we  need  not  there- 
fore examine  the  arguments  advanced  by  the  sup- 
porters of  this  view,  and  adopted  by  a  certain  school 
of  philosophy. 

The  other  view,  that  concepts  are  possible  without 
words,  is  held  not  only  by  professed  Conceptualists, 
but  by  many  philosophers  who  cannot  make  up  their 
mind  on  this  point  in  one  way  or  the  other,  as  if  it 
were  possible  to  make  even  the  first  step  in  philo- 
sophy before  we  have  clearly  seen  that  we  think  in 
words  and  in  nothing  but  words.  Yet  we  may  open 
book  after  book  on  logic,  the  science  or  art  of  thought, 
and  we  are  met  everywhere  by  the  same  vagueness, 
or,  I  might  almost  say,  want  of  intellectual  courage 
which  keeps  their  authors  from  saying  either  Yes  or 
No  to  this,  the  most  momentous  of  all  questions  in 
philosophy — ^Is  thought  possible  without  words  ? 

Mill,  in  his   great  work  on   Logic,   cannot  bring 
himself  to  say  more  than  that  *  reasoning        Miu. 
or  inference,  the  principal  subject  of  logic,  is  an  opera- 
tion which  usually  takes  place  by  means  of  words, 
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and  in  all  complicated  cases  can  take  place  in  no 
other  way/  But  he  never  shows  in  what  other  Way 
it  might  be  possible  to  reason,  even  though  it  be  an 
exception  only,  without  language.  When  he  speaks 
of  the  logic  of  images  and  feelings  \  this  can  hardly 
be  more  than  a  metaphorical  expression.  He  calls 
language  one  of  the  principal  elements  or  helps 
of  thought,  but  he  never  mentions  any  other  instru- 
ments. He  returns  to  the  same  problem  again  and 
again,  but  he  always  leaves  it  half  decided,  and  with 
numerous  limitations  which  show  that  he  is  not  satis- 
fied himself.  *  There  are  thinkers/  he  writes,  '  who 
have  held  that  language  is  not  solely,  according  to  a 
phrase  generally  current,  an  instrument  of  thought, 
but  the  instrument ;  that  names,  or  something  equi- 
valent to  them,  some  species  of  artificial  signs,  are 
necessary  to  reasoning;  that  there  could  be  no  in- 
ference, and  consequently  no  induction,  without  them. 
But  if  the  nature  of  reasoning  was  correctly  explained 
in  the  earlier  part  of  the  present  work,  this  opinion 
must  be  held  to  be  an  exaggeration,  though  of  an 
important  truth.  If  reasoning  be  from  particulars 
to  particulars,  and  if  it  consist  in  recognising  one 
fact  as  a  mark  of  another,  or  a  mark  of  a  mark  of 
another,  nothing  is  required  to  render  reasoning 
possible,  except  senses  and  association :  senses  to 
perceive  that  two  facts  are  conjoined  ;  association, 
as  the  law  by  which  one  of  those  two  facts  raises  up 
the  idea  of  the  other.  For  these  mental  phenomena, 
as  well  as  for  the  belief  or  expectation  which  follows, 
and  by  which  we  recognise  as  having  taken  place, 
or  as  about  to  take  place,  that  of  which  we  have 
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perceived  a  mark,  there  is  evidently  no  need  of 
language.  And  this  inference  of  one  particular  fact 
from  another  is  a  case  of  induction/ 

Now  all  this  is  perfectly  true,  and  I  have  often 
dwelt  on  this  kind  of  reasoning  as  shared  in  common 
by  man  and  brute.  Whether  it  is  wise  to  call  it 
reasoning  is  another  question,  but  in  the  vulgar  ac- 
ceptation of  the  word  it  may  be  so  called.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  no  one  has  more  clearly  shown  the 
immense  diiference  between  this  kind  of  sensuous 
reasoning  and  what  we  mean  by  conceptual  thought- 
reasoning  than  Mill  himself. 

He  then  continues :  '  It  is  of  this  sort  of  induction 
that  brutes  are  capable ;  it  is  in  this  shape  that  un- 
cultivated minds  make  almost  all  their  inductions  \' 
Here  again  I  agree  with  Mill,  so  far  as  animals  are 
concerned,  but  with  regard  to  '  uncultivated  minds,' 
I  doubt  whether  they  ever  reason  entirely  without 
names,  or  I  should  rather  say,  I  am  convinced  they 
do  not. 

But  this  is  a  matter  that  can  be  settled  by  ex- 
periment only,  and,  whichever  way  it  is  settled,  it 
would  not  affect  the  general  and  really  important 
question  before  us.  Mill  himself  is  far  too  serious  a 
reasoner  not  to  see  this,  but  he  evidently  clings  to 
some  old  schibboleth  which  he  does  not  like  entirely 
to  discard.  So  having  made  his  small  reservations,  he 
frankly  acknowledges  *  that  though  suchlike  inference 
of  an  inductive  character  is  possible  without  the  use 
of  signs,  it  would  never,  without  them,  be  carried 
much  beyond  the  very  simple  cases  which  we  have 
just  described,  and  which  form,  in  all  probability,  the 

^  Logic,  iv.  3,  2,  3. 
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limit  of  the  reasonings  of  those  animals  to  whom 
conventional  language  is  unknown/  What  is  this 
but  to  admit  that  the  thinking  and  reasoning  with 
which  alone  we  are  concerned,  cannot  be  carried  on 
without  general  signs,  imiversals,  general  names,  and 
general  propositions ;  that  thought  in  fact  is  as  in- 
separable from  language  as  language  is  from  thought  ? 
Logic,  at  aU  events,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
reasoning  of  animals,  and  if  the  reasoning  of  men — 
barring  some  imaginary  savages — takes  place  bv 
language  only,  what  an  immense  benefit  would  a 
logician  such  as  Mill  have  derived  if  he  had  once 
broken  away  from  the  prejudices  against  so-called 
Nominalism,  and  had  studied  thought  where  alone  it 
has  been  fully  realised, — in  language. 

In  one  passage  he  goes  so  far  as  to  admit  that 
*  language  is  a  catalogue  raisonn^  of  the  notions 
of  all  mankind  ^/  This  does  not  seem  very  different 
from  Condillac's  remark  that  all  science  is  but  a  well- 
made  language.  Yet  Mill  attacks  this  remark  of 
CondiUac's  with  a  warmth  quite  unusual  in  so 
mellow  a  reasoner.  He  has  worked  himself  up  into 
a  rage  against  what  he  calls  mere  names,  and  this 
expression  '  a  mere  name '  is  really  at  the  root  of 
nearly  all  the  objections  raised  against  the  in- 
separability of  thought  and  language.  A  mere 
name,  however,  if  people  would  but  reflect,  is  nothing, 
or  is  certainlv  what  a  name  is  not.  In  a  desert 
island  a  wrecked  sailor  might  call  a  sovereign  a 
mere  sovereign,  or  a  mere  piece  of  metal.  But  in 
society  that  sovereign  means  food  and  life.  In  the 
same  manner  a  name  in  a  living  language  is  never 

^ — ■ — ' — -^ — — — — ^ ■  -    —  —  - 

^  Vol.  i.  p.  25. 


CONSTITUENT   ELEMENTS   OF   THOUGHT.  35 

a  mere  name.  A  name  is  nothing  if  it  is  not  the 
name  of  a  thing,  a  thing  is  nothing  if  it  is  not  the 
thing  of  a  name.  In  some  places  Mill  seems  to  see 
this  quite  clearly,  as  clearly  as  the  Latin  language 
puts  it  before  us  when  it  places  no-men  by  the  side 
of  no-tio.  Thus  he  says  that  *  the  meaning  of  any 
general  name  is  some  outward  or  inward  phenomenon, 
consisting,  in  the  last  resort,  of  feelings  ^ ; '  and  with 
him  these  feelings  are  all  we  can  possibly  know 
of  things.  But  the  spectre  of  Nominalism  returns 
again,  and  his  distrust  of  what  is  called  verbal 
knowledge  leaves  him  no  rest.  *  We  think  indeed,' 
he  writes,  'to  a  considerable  extent  by  means  of 
names,  but  what  we  think  of  are  the  things  called 
by  those  names  (why  not  meant  by  those  names  ?), 
and  there  cannot  be  a  greater  error  than  to  imagine 
that  thought  can  be  carried  on  with  nothing  in  our 
mind  but  names,  or  that  we  can  make  the  names 
think  for  us  ^.*  No  one,  I  believe,  ever  maintained 
that  the  names  think  for  us,  though  there  is  a  kind 
of  thought,  what  Leibniz  called  symbolical  thought, 
where  it  might  be  said  with  some  truth  that  names 
think  for  us  ^.  All  I  maintain  is  that,  not  only  to  a 
considerable  extent,  but  always  and  altogether  we 
think  by  means  of  names,  and  that  things  are  no  more 
to  us  than  what  we  mean  by  their  names.  What  we 
really  mean  by  names  must  be  settled  by  definition,  and 
according  as  our  knowledge  changes,  the  definition 
and  therefore  the  meaning  of  names  will  change. 
Every  new  addition  to  our  experience  may  be  said 

^  Logic,  ii.  2,  4.  '  Logic,  ii.  2,  2. 

•  MiD,  on  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  pp.  391-392  :  *When  thinking  is 
completely  eymbolical,  the  meaning  of  the  word  is  eliminated  from 
thought,  and  only  the  word  remains/ 
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to  change,  to  correct,  or  to  complete  both  the  in- 
tension and  the  extension  of  our  names,  but  before 
we  can  use  our  new  knowledge,  it  must  always  have 
been  embodied  either  in  an  old  or  in  a  new  name. 
There  may  be  little  or  much,  there  may  be  damp  or 
dry  powder  in  a  cartridge,  but  without  some  sort  of 
cartridge  we  cannot  fire.  So  there  may  be  little  or 
much,  there  may  be  false  or  true  knowledge  in  our 
names,  but  without  some  sort  of  name  we  cannot 
reason.  How  often  did  the  ancient  thinkers  see 
quite  clearly  what  we  can  only  perceive  after  remov- 
ing the  thick  veil  of  scholastic  prejudice  !  We  were 
told  at  school  that  it  was  strange  that  the  Greeks 
should  not  have  distinguished  between  Xoyo^,  speech, 
and  Xoyo^y  reason,  and  it  was  represented  as  a 
progress  towards  clearer  thought  that  later  writers 
should  have  distinguished  between  \6y09  irpoK^opiKo^^ 
the  spoken  word,  and  \oyo^  ivStaOero^^  the  inner 
thought.  No  doubt  it  may  be  an  advantage  to  be  able 
to  distinguish  between  two  sides  of  the  same  thing, 
but  that  advantage  is  more  than  neutralised  if  such 
distinction  leads  us  to  suppose  that  these  two  sides 
are  two  different  things. 

The  Hindus  were  still  more  philosophical  in  their 
language  than  the  Greeks,  for  they  called  aU  things, 
(res,  irpdyimaTa,)  pad&rtha,  i.e.  artha,  meaning, 
pad  a,  of  the  word,  just  as  the  schoolmen  said,  the 
essence  is  the  meaning  of  a  name  ^. 

Let  us  now  see  what  other  recent  logicians  have 
said  on  this  subject. 

Archbishop  Whately  is  most  outspoken.     Accord- 

whateiy.      ing  to  him  Logic  is  entirely  conversant  with 

the   use   of  language,  and  while  Sir  W.  Hamilton 

*  See  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  221. 
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deems  such  an  opinion  too  absurd  to  be  imputed  to 
an  Archbishop,  Mill,  as  his  antagonist,  shows  how 
truly  the  formation  of  concepts  and  the  subsequent 
process  of  combining  them  as  arguments,  may  be 
considered  as  processes  of  language  ^. 

Archbishop  Thomson  in  his  *Laws  of  Thought* 
(i860,  p.  46)  goes  so  far  as  to  admit  *  that  Thomeon. 
we  are  entangled  in  absurdities  by  any  theory  which 
assumes  that  either  element  (thought  and  language) 
existed  in  a  separate  state,  antecedently  to  the  othei* ;' 
yet  he  hesitates  to  draw  the  only  conclusion  which 
it  is  possible  to  draw  from  such  premisses,  and  which 
Archbishop  Whately  had  boldly  drawn. 

If  we  consult  some  more  modem  Manuals,  we  find 
Mr.  Jevons  in  his  latest  work  * '  expressing  JevoM. 
his  conviction  that  'we  can  hardly  think  without 
the  proper  words  coming  into  the  mind,  and  that 
we  can  certainly  not  make  known  to  other  people 
our  thoughts  and  arguments,  unless  we  use  words.' 

Now,  what  should  we  say  if  in  a  manual  of  music 
we  were  told  that  we  can  hardly  sing  at  all  without 
the  proper  notes  coming  into  our  mind,  and  that  we 
can  certainly  not  make  known  to  other  people  our 
songs,  unless  we  use  notes  ?  With  regard  to  language 
the  latter  statement,  so  strongly  emphasised  by  cer- 
tainly, is  either  a  truism,  or  not  quite  true,  for  we  can 
communicate  our  thoughts,  after  they  have  once  been 
named,  by  means  of  hieroglyphics,  pantomime,  etc. 

Professor  Fowler  in  his  '  Elements  of  Deductive 
Logic '  is   somewhat  bolder,  yet  he  too      Fowler. 
seems  unwilling  to  pronounce  definitely  in  favour  of 
80  great  a  heresy  as  that  thought  is  impossible  with- 
out words.     He  admits  that  it  has  been  a  constant 


^  I.e.  p.  387,  note.  *  Logic  (in  Science  Primers),  p.  23. 
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source  of  dispute  among  logicians  and  psychologists, 
whether  it  is  possible  to  think  without  the  aid  of 
language.  He  states  that  all  logicians  are  agreed 
that  we  cannot  communicate  our  thoughts  without 
the  aid  of  language  or  of  equivalent  signs,  and 
he  adds  that  practically  we  do  always  think  by 
means  of  language.  And  yet  he  pleads  that  a  logi- 
cian need  not  come  to  a  decision  on  this  point, 
though  it  may  be  safer,  he  thinks,  to  adopt  the 
terminology  of  those  authors  who  regard  our  thoughts 
as  expressed  in  language  rather  than  of  those  who 
consider  or  attempt  to  consider  them  (the  thoughts) 
in  themselves,  as  apart  from  their  expression  in 
words ;  that  is  to  say,  he  himself  prefers  to  speak 
of  terms  and  propositions  rather  than  of  concepts 
and  judgments. 

Professor  T.  H.  Green,  who  was  certainly  an  honest 
Green.  and  paiustakiug  thinker,  evades  a  straight- 
forward answer  to  this  question  of  all  questions,  by 
the  rather  perfunctory  remark,  '  that  it  is  hard,  some 
say  impossible,  to  think  without  expressing  thought 
in  language^.' 

I  observe  the  same  hesitation  in  the  work  of  my 
Lotee.  own  old  teacher,  in  Lotze's  Logic.  With 
him,  too,  the  spirit  is  willing,  but  the  flesh  is  weak. 
He  admits  that  'Logic  has  never  concerned  itself 
with  a  thought  which  did  not  make  its  various  ideas, 
one  after  another,  the  object  of  its  attention,  which 
did  not  move  amongst  them  comparing  and  relating 
them  to  each  other,  which  did  not  symbolise  abstract 
ideas  by  spatial  images,  which  finally  did  not  ex- 
press its  thoughts  in  the  forms  and  construc- 

*  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  ed.  R  L.  Nettleehip,  vol.  ii.  p.  175. 
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tions  of  a  language^'  Yet  he  maintains  that  'the 
logical  meaning  of  a  given  proposition  is  in  itself 
independent  of  the  form  in  which  language  expresses 
it,'  though  he  does  not  tell  us  how  we  can  ever  arrive 
at  the  logical  meaning  of  a  proposition  except  through 
language.  He  speaks  of '  an  inward  act  of  analysis 
and  combination  which  would  remain  the  same  if 
it  employed  other  forms  of  communication/  but  what 
other  forms  of  communication  he  means  he  does  not 
say.  If  he  means  numbers  or  hieroglyphics,  I  should 
have  nothing  to  object,  but  in  that  case  what  we 
should  really  have  to  do  would  be  to  widen  once  for 
all  the  definition  of  language  so  as  to  make  it  in- 
clude these  earliest  forms  of  sign-language. 

Is  it  not  extremely  strange  that  all  these  modern 
logicians  should  write  on  the  nature  and  laws  of 
thought,  and  yet  leave  undecided  the  fundamental 
question,  in  what  form  our  thoughts  can  or  cannot 
exist  ?  How  is  it  possible  to  advance  one  step  with 
safety  in  any  branch  of  philosophy,  but  more  par- 
ticularly in  logic,  unless  it  has  been  settled  once  for 
all,  either  that  concepts  can  exist  without  words  or 
that  thev  cannot. 

Still,  modern  logicians  are  not  alone  to  blame. 
Locked  who  in  many  places  seems  deeply  Locke, 
impressed  with  the  importance  of  language  for  a  right 
understanding  of  the  nature  of  thought,  admits  indeed 
that  it  is  almost  unavoidable,  in  treating  of  mental 
propositions,  to  make  use  of  words.  *  Most  men,  if  not 
all,'  he  says,  '  in  their  thinking  and  reasoning  within 
themselves,  make  use  of  words  instead  of  ideas,  at 
least  when  the  subject  of  their  meditation  contains 

*  Lotze,  Logic,  translated  by  B.  Bosanquet,  p.  476. 
'  Liect.  OD  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  ii.  p.  75. 
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in  it  complex  ideas/  But  what  can  philosophy  do  with 
such  an  Almost?  By  this  Almost  Locke  admits 
the  possibility  of  thought  without  language ;  nay,  in 
another  place,  he  actually  imagines  that  men,  after 
they  had  formed  their  ideas,  might,  simply  for  the 
sake  of  social  intercourse,  have  chosen  certain  words 
arbitrarily  as  the  marks  of  certain  ideas. 

Think  of  language  which,  as  even  Plato  ^  knew,  is 
indispensable  for  the  very  formation  of  thought,  being 
invented  for  the  sake  of  social  intercourse!  That 
language  was  meant,  first  of  all,  for  ourselves,  and 
afterwards  only  for  others,  Hobbes  had  perceived  so 
clearly  that  he  calls  words,  as  meant  for  ourselves, 
notae,  and  distinguishes  them  from  signa,  the  same 
words  as  used  for  the  sake  of  communication.  If 
there  was  only  one  man  in  the  world,  he  says,  he  would 
require  notae.  The  formation  of  thought  is  the  first 
and  natural  purpose  of  language,  while  its  communi- 
cation is  accidental  only.  Thus  he  defines  a  word : 
'  Nomen  est  vox  humana,  arbitratu  hominis  adhibita, 
ut  sit  not  a  qua  cogitationi  praeteritae  cogitatio  simiKs 
in  animo  excitari  possit,  quaeque  in  oratione  disposita, 
et  ad  alios  prolata  signum  iis  sit  qualis  cogitatio  in 
ipso  proferente  praecessit  vel  non  praecessit^.' 

This  problem,  however,  of  the  separableness  or 
Abciard.  inseparablcncss  of  words  and  thoughts, 
of  speech  and  reason,  was  by  no  means  a  new 
problem,  even  in  the  days  of  Locke.  It  occupied  a 
prominent  place  in  what  is  often  contemptuously 
called  the  scholastic  philosophy  of  the  middle 
ages,  and  it  is  very  clear  that  it  was  the  neglect 

Plato,  Theaet.  p.  189,  E  :  t6  bia»ot7a'6ai  \6yos,  tu  avr^  7rp6s  aMfv 
*  Hobbes,  Works,  vol.  ii.  4. 
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of  that  philosophy  which  deprived  Locke  and  his 
successors  of  much  light  which  they  might  have 
derived  from  the  works  of  the  Realists  and  the 
Nominalists.  The  highest  objects  of  their  philoso- 
phical discussions  were  no  doubt  very  different  from 
those  which  interest  the  modem  thinkers  of  Europe, 
and  their  method  too  was  often  extremely  formal 
and  repellant.  But  if  we  once  make  allowance  for 
that  and  try  to  translate  their  thoughts  into  the 
philosophical  phraseology  of  our  own  time,  we  shall 
feel  surprised,  not  only  at  the  exactness,  but  at  the 
depth  of  their  reasoning,  and  ashamed  of  the  shallow- 
ness with  which  modem  philosophy  has  sometimes 
treated  the  same  problems  which  these  much  despised 
scholastic  philosophers  had  treated  with  a  far  more 
thorough  appreciation  of  all  their  bearings.  With 
regard  to  the  problem  of  the  true  relation  between 
language  and  reason,no  scholastic  philosopher,  whether 
Realist  or  Nominalist,  would  have  dared  to  propose 
so  off-hand  a  solution  as  we  find  in  Locke.  We 
cannot  blame  Locke  for  having  been  ignorant  of  the 
discoveries  which  an  historical  and  comparative  study 
of  languages  has  now  placed  within  the  reach  of  every 
philosopher.  But  Abelard  was  equally  ignorant  of 
those  discoveries,  and  yet  when  he  speaks  of  language 
and  thought,  he  shows  a  very  different  appreciation 
of  their  mutual  dependance.  He  would  have  smiled 
at  such  an  idea  as  that  of  words  being  arbitrary  signs 
of  ideas,  invented  at  a  later  time  for  the  sake  of 
social  intercourse.  In  his  own  peculiar  scholastic 
language  he  enunciated  in  unequivocal  words  the 
result  to  which  his  own  consistent  reasoning  had  led 
him:  Sermo  generatur  ab  intellectu,  et  generat 
intellectum, '  Language  is  generated  by  the  intellect 
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and  generates  intellect/  Here  we  have  nothing  of 
arbitrary  signs  or  social  conveniences.  Language, 
according  to  Abelard,  is  generated,  not  made,  and  in 
order  to  express  the  inseparableness  of  language  and 
intellect,  he  uses  the  quaint  yet  very  telling  ex- 
pression, that  language  is  begotten  by  the  intellect 
and  the  intellect  by  language. 

Hobbes,  who  on  many  important  points  had  not  yet 
Hobbe8.  lost  touch  with  scholastic  philosophy,  is 
equally  explicit  on  the  relation  between  language 
and  thought.  *  It  is  evident,'  he  says,  *  that  truth 
and  falsity  have  no  place  but  amongst  such  living 
creatures  as  use  speech  ^ ; '  and  in  order  to  leave  no 
doubt  on  the  view  which  he  took  on  this  subject,  he 
embodied  it  in  the  quaint  utterance,  Homo  animal 
rationale,  quia  orationale. 

While  Locke,  however,  saw  at  all  events  that 
Berkeley,  words  and  general  ideas  were  completely 
inseparable,  and  argued  from  the  absence  of  language 
in  animals  to  the  non-existence  of  general  ideas  in 
their  minds,  Berkeley,  on  the  contrary,  was  so  con- 
vinced that  he  could  strip  ideas  of  their  names 
that  in  the  Introduction  to  his  Treatise  concerning 
the  Principles  of  Human  Understanding  ^  (^710)  he 
says  :  '  Since  therefore  words  are  so  apt  to  impose 
on  the  understanding  [I  am  resolved  in  my  enquiries 
to  make  as  little  use  of  them  as  possibly  I  can^] :  what- 
ever ideas  I  consider,  I  shall  endeavour  to  take  them 
bare  and  naked  into  my  view,  keeping  out  of  my 
thoughts,  so  far  as  I  am  able,  those  names  which  long 
and  constant  use  have  so  strictly  united  with  them.' 


^  Hobbes,  Works,  vol.  i.  p.  36. 

^  Works,  ed.  Fraser,  vol.  i.  p.  152. 

^  This  Irish  bull  was  omitted  in  the  second  edition. 
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Hume  accepts  Berkeley's  view  that  we  have  no 
general  ideas  (percepts),  but  only  particular  ones  to 
which  a  certain  term  has  been  annexed,  Hume. 
which  gives  them  a  more  extensive  signification,  but 
whether  he  thinks  that  we  can  have  ideas  with  this 
more  extensive  signification  without  such  terms,  he 
does  not  say;  at  least  I  have  not  been  able  to  find 
any  decisive  passage  on  this  subject. 

Leibniz  has  to  confess,  though  it  seems  as  if  almost 
unwillingly,  that  thought  without  words  is  Leibnk. 
impossible.  In  the  Dialogus  de  connexione  inter 
res  et  verba  (1679)  ^^  says:  'Hoc  unum  me  male 
habet  quod  numquam  a  me  ullam  veritatem  agnosci, 
inveniri,  probaii  animadverto  nisi  vocabulis  vel  aliis 
signis  in  animo  adhibitis.'  To  which  A.  answers  : 
'Imo  si  characteres  abessent,  numquam  quicquam 
distincte  cogitaremus  neque  ratiocinaremur^' 

It  is  difficult  to  find  out  exactly  what  Kant  thought 
of  the  relation  of  language  to  thought.  He  Kant. 
does  indeed  call  language  the  greatest,  but  not  the 
only,  instrument  for  understanding  ourselves  and 
others.  He  declares  that  to  think  is  to  speak  with 
oneself,  (Anthropologic,  §  36).  When  treating  of 
technical  terms,  he  admits  that  without  an  expres- 
sion accurately  corresponding  to  its  concept,  we 
cannot  become  quite  intelligible  either  to  ourselves 
or  to  others.  But  all  this  is  verv  diflerent  from  a 
clear  perception  that  without  language  thought  is 
altogether  impossible. 

But  if  Kant  is  undecided  in  his  views  on  language 
and  on  the  relation  of  language  to  thought,     Hamann. 
nothing  can  be  more  explicit  than  the  utterances  of 

'  Leibniz,  ed.  Erdmann,  p.  77  ;  Gerber,  Sprache  und  Erkennen, 
p.  144. 
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his  contemporary  and  friend  Hamann,  who,  on  account 
of  his  short  and  telling  oracular  sayings,  was  often 
called  the  Magus  of  the  North.  'Language,'  he 
says,  *  is  not  only  the  foundation  for  the  whole  faculty 
of  thinking,  but  the  central  point  also  from  which 
proceeds  the  misunderstanding  of  reason  by  herself  ^' 
And  again :  *  The  question  with  me  is  not.  What  is 
reason  ?  but.  What  is  language  1  And  here  I  suspect 
is  the  ground  of  the  paralogisms  and  antinomies 
with  which  Eeason  is  charged.^  And  again  :  *  Here 
I  feel  almost  inclined  to  believe  that  our  whole  philo- 
sophy consists  more  of  language  than  of  reason,  and 
the  misunderstanding  of  numberless  words,  the  pro- 
sopopoeias of  the  most  arbitrary  abstraction,  the 
antitheses  rljf  yl^evSwvufjLou  yvda-eo)^ ;  nay,  the  commonest 
figures  of  speech  of  the  sensus  communis  have  pro- 
duced a  whole  world  of  problems,  which  can  no  more 
be  raised  than  solved.  What  we  want  is  a  *'  Grammar 
of  Eeason  2/'' 

About  the  same  time  that  Kant  proclaimed  his  new 
Herder.  philosophy,  the  historical  school  in  Ger- 
many, founded  by  Herder,  was  working  hard  to  show 
that  what  had  been  anticipated  by  mediaeval  philo- 
sophers, the  inseparableness  of  language  and  thought, 
could  to  a  certain  extent  be  proved  by  the  evidence  of 
history,  though  what  they  called  history,  the  relics 
of  popular  tradition,  of  ancient  religion,  of  universal 
mythology,  and  of  language,  reached  far  beyond  the 
horizon  of  the  ordinary  historian.  Herder  convinced 
himself  and  declared  in  words  that  could  not  be 
mistaken  that  *  without  language  man  could  never 

^  Gildemeister,  Haniann's  Leben  und  Schriften,  vol.  iii.  p.  71. 
'  Kant's  Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  translated  by  M.  M.,  vol.  i, 
p.  xxix. 
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have  come  to  his  reason/  and,  we  might  add,  *  to  his 
senses*/ 

Schleiermacher,   who   greatly  influenced   German 
thought  at  the  beginning  of  our  century,      schieier- 
wrote :    '  Thinking  and   speaking  are  so      m*chep. 
entirely  one  that  we  can  only  distinguish  them  as 
internal  and  external,  nay  even  as  internal  every 
thought  is  already  a  word^/ 

W.  von  Humboldt,  whose  authority  both  as  a 
scholar  and  as  a  thinker  was  equally  great  w.  Ton 
during  that  heroic  epoch  of  German  scholar-  Humboldt. 
ship,  declared  again  and  again  in  favour  of  the  in- 
separableness  of  language  and  thought.  'If  we 
separate  intellect  and  language,'  he  writes,  *such  a 
separation  does  not  exist  in  reality.'  .  .  .  'The  lan- 
guage of  a  people  is  its  mind  and  its  mind  is  its 
language;  we  can  never  conceive  the  two  as  suffi- 
ciently identicals' 

Philosophers  by  profession  also,  such  as  Schelling 
and  Hegel,  repeat  the  same  words,  but  none  of  them 
seems  to  have  had  a  suspicion  how,  if  these  words  are 
true,  all  that  we  call  philosophy  will  have  to  be 
placed  on  a  completely  new  footing  *. 

Schelling  says :  '  Without  language  it  is     Scheiiing. 
impossible  to  conceive  philosophical,  nay,  even  any 
human  consciousness.^ 

Hegel  declared  in  so  many  words  that       Hegei. 
*  we  think  in  names.' 

Schopenhauer,  generally  so  much  more  bold  and 

*  Herder,  Ideen  zn  Oeschichte  der  Menschheit,  p.  131. 
'  Dialektik,  p.  449. 

'  Yerschiedenlieit  des  menschlichen  Spracbbaus,  vol.  ii.  p.  52, 
ed.  Pott 

*  Lect.  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  ii.  p.  77. 
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keen-sighted  than  either,  expresses  himself  somewhat 
Schopenhauer,  obscurelj  when  he  says  ^  *  Thoughts  die 
the  moment  they  are  embodied  in  words/  This 
might  seem  to  be  but  another  metaphorical  way  of 
expressing  what  Abelard  said,  that  intellect  gives 
birth  to  language  and  language  to  intellect.  But 
Schopenhauer  is  really  still  entangled  in  the 
old  distinction  between  sound  and  meaning.  *  So 
important  an  instrument  of  the  intellect  as  the 
concept/  he  says,  'cannot  be  identical  with  the 
word,  a  mere  sound.'  Certainly  not,  if  there  ever 
had  been  such  a  thing  as  a  mere  word,  or  a  mere 
sound.  'Nevertheless,'  he  adds,  *the  concept  is  a 
presentation  the  clear  consciousness  and  preservation 
of  which  depends  on  the  word.'  And  lastly,  as  if  to 
show  that  he  could  not  satisfy  himself,  he  repeats : 
'Nevertheless  the  concept  is  totally  distinct  both 
from  the  word  on  which  it  depends,  and  from  the 
perceptions  from  which  it  has  sprung.'  This  settles 
his  position  with  regard  to  this  problem,  and  will  jus- 
tify my  remark  that  Schopenhauer  never  reasoned 
out  the  true  relation  between  words  and  thoughts. 
I  referred  before  to  Mill's  views  on  language  and 
Mill  and  thought,  and  the  want  of  precision  in  de- 
Hamiiton.  tcrminiug  their  true  relation  to  one  another. 
I  must  return  to  him  once  more.  My  former 
extracts  were  chiefly  taken  from  his  'Logic'  In 
some  of  his  later  writings,  however.  Mill  seems  more 
and  more  to  admit  that  thinking,  in  the  true  sense  of 
the  word,  is  impossible  without  words.  This  comes 
out   chiefly   in    his    'Examination   of    Sir   William 

^  Faralipomena,  ii.  p.  52.    See,  however,  Welt  als  W.  und  V., 
p.  511.     Ethik,  p.  148. 
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Hamilton's  Philosophy/  Sir  William  Hamilton  held 
that  the  concept  must  always  precede  the  name\  and 
he  defends  his  opinion  by  very  telling  illustrations. 
*  Language/  he  says  ^,  *  is  the  attribution  of  signs  to 
our  cognitions  of  things.  But  as  a  cognition  must 
have  been  already  there,  before  it  could  receive  a  sign, 
consequently,  that  knowledge  which  is  denoted  by 
the  formation  and  application  of  a  word  must  have 
preceded  the  symbol  which  denotes  it.'  *A  sign,' 
however,  'is  necessary  to  give  stability  to  our  in- 
tellectual progess, — to  establish  each  step  in  our 
advance  as  a  new  starting-point  for  our  advance  to 
another  beyond.  A  country  may  be  overrun  by  an 
armed  host,  but  it  is  only  conquered  by  the  establish- 
ment of  fortresses.  Words  are  the  fortresses  of 
thought.  They  enable  us  to  realise  our  dominion 
over  what  we  have  already  overrun  in  thought ;  to 
make  every  intellectual  conquest  the  basis  of  opera- 
tions for  others  still  beyond.' 

This  is  a  most  happy  illustration,  and  the  next  is 
happier  still. 

*  You  have  all  heard  of  the  process  of  tunnelling — of 
tunnelling  through  a  sand-bank.  In  this  operation 
it  is  impossible  to  succeed,  unless  every  foot,  nay 
almost  every  inch  in  our  progress,  be  secured  by  an 
arch  of  masonry,  before  we  attempt  the  excavation 
of  another.     Now,  language  is  to  the  mind  precisely 

*  'Pr^tendre  que  dans  Tesprit  bumain  la  notion  de  la  chose 
gignifite  ne  prdc^de  pas  celle  da  signe,  que  Thomme  spontane  cr^ 
le  symbole  avant  de  savoir  bien  pr^cis^ment  ce  qu'il  y  met,  c*ei^t  ^t^ 
TnuBemblablement  parler  une  langue  inintelligible  en  un  temps  oil 
ron  6tait  conyaincu  que  Tesprit  bumain  avait  toujours  proc^^ 
selon  lea  regies  trac^  par  Tabb^  de  Condillac' — Kenan,  ifetude 
d'bistoire  religieuse,  p.  ii. 

'  Examination,  p.  379. 
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what  the  arch  is  to  the  tunnel.  The  power  of  tliink- 
ing  and  the  power  of  excavation  are  not  dependent 
on  the  words  in  the  one  case,  or  the  mason-work  in 
the  other;  but  without  these  subsidiaries,  neither 
process  could  be  carried  on  beyond  its  rudimentary 
commencement.  Though,  therefore,  we  allow  that 
every  movement  forward  in  language  must  be  de- 
termined by  an  antecedent  movement  forward  in 
thought;  stUl,  unless  thought  be  accompanied  at 
each  point  of  its  evolution  by  a  corresponding  evolu- 
tion of  language,  its  further  development  is  arrested.' 
Nothing  could  be  a  more  accurate  and  a  more  telling 
simile  of  the  progress  of  thought  and  language  than 
the  progress  of  excavation  and  arching  in  a  tunnel 
through  a  sand-bank.  It  is  extremely  diflScult  to  ex- 
press the  simultaneity  of  these  two  acts.  The  author 
of  the  KhindogysL  Upanishad,  for  instance,  did  his 
best.  *  What  a  man  thinks  with  his  mind,'  he  says, 
*  that  he  speaks  with  his  tongue,  so  says  the  Svxxti  (re- 
velation)/ He  uses  the  present  in  both  sentences,  yet 
the  commentator  spoils  all  by  interpreting  :  'the  em- 
ployment of  the  tongue  is  preceded  by  the  mind.' 
We  might  well  be  satisfied  with  this  almost  contem- 
poraneous progress  of  thinking  and  naming,  as  here 
described  by  Sir  W.  Hamilton.  But,  curiously 
enough.  Mill,  in  criticising  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  is  not 
satisfied,  but  somewhat  suddenly  insists  that  con- 
cepts, or  what  are  called  general  notions,  cannot  be 
formed  without  the  aid  of  signs  ^ ;  nay,  he  makes 
another  step  in  advance  by  seeing  that  these  signs 
need  not  be  conventional  or  artificial,  but  are 
natural  signs.    He  now  concludes ^  that  we  think  by 

'       P.     384.  ""      P.     386. 
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means  of  ideas  of  concrete  phenomena,  such  as  are 
presented  in  experience  or  represented  in  imagina- 
tion, and  by  means  of  names,  which  being  in  a  pecu- 
liar manner  associated  with  certain  elements  of  the 
concrete  images,  arrest  our  attention  on  those  ele- 
ments. And  again :  '  To  say  that  we  think  by  means 
of  concepts,  is  only  a  circuitous  and  obscure  way  of 
saying  that  we  think  by  means  of  general  or  class 
names  ^/ 

We  thus  see  that  Mill,  when  once  brought  face  to 
face  with  philosophers  who  hold  that  concepts  come 
first  and  names  afterwards,  that  we  can  think  in 
concepts,  though  it  Is  easier  to  think  in  names,  goes 
for  beyond  his  own  original  position,  and  is  in  fact 
in  possession  of  the  whole  truth  when  he  comes  to 
perceive  that  names  are  natural,  and  not  artificial 
signs.  If  he  had  seen  that  nomen,  name,  is  the 
result  of  notio,  which  is  the  act,  though  often  taken 
for  the  result  of  the  act,  like  conceptio  for  con- 
ceptum,  he  would  have  understood  in  what  sense 
the  act  and  the  result  may  be  distinguished  as  well 
as  identified.  An  understanding  of  the  true  relation 
between  notio  and  nomen  would  likewise  have 
supplied  the  best  foundation  for  Sir  W.  Hamilton's 
somewhat  obscure  theory  of  the  identity  of  Con- 
ceptualism  and  Nominalism  which  so  often  rouses 
Hill's  anger,  and  yet  is  not  very  difierent  firom  his 
own  final  view  that  we  think  bv  means  of  ideas  and 
of  names. 

Dr.  Mansel,  with  whom  I  discussed  these  questions 
many  years  ago,  though  in  other  respects      Mawei. 
a  sworn  follower  of  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  goes  beyond 


'  P.  387. 
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him  in  his  conviction  that  language  is  simply  and  al- 
together inseparable  from  thought.  Thus  he  writes  * : 
'  That  language  (verbal  or  other)  is  inseparable  from 
thought  is  rendered  morally  certain  by  the  impossi- 
bility  under  which  we  labour  of  forming  universal 
notions  without  the  aid  of  voluntary  symbols.  The 
instant  we  advance  beyond  the  perception  of  that 
which  is  present  now  and  here,  our  knowledge  can 
be  only  representative ;  as  soon  as  we  rise  above  the 
individual  object,  our  representative  sign  must  be 
arbitrary.  The  phantasms  of  imagination  may  have 
more  or  less  resemblance  to  the  objects  of  sense ;  but 
they  bear  that  resemblance  solely  by  virtue  of  being, 
like  those  objects  themselves,  individual.  I  may 
recall  to  mind,  with  more  or  less  vividness,  the 
features  of  an  absent  friend,  as  I  may  paint  his 
portrait  with  more  or  less  accuracy ;  but  the  likeness 
in  neither  case  ceases  to  be  the  individual  representa- 
tion of  an  individual  man.  But  my  conception  of  a 
man  in  general  can  attain  universality  only  by  sur- 
rendering resemblance  ;  it  becomes  the  representative 
of  all  mankind  only  because  it  has  no  special  likeness 
to  any  one  man.' 

And  in  another  place  he  says :  *  As  a  matter  of 
necessity  men  must  think  by  symbols ;  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  they  do  think  by  language  \^ 

But  we  have  now  to  ask  the  question,  which  to  my 
mind  is  most  perplexing.  How  was  it  possible  that 
not  one  of  those  philosophers,  not  even  those  who 
fully  recognised  the  inseparableness  of  language  and 
thought,  should  have  seen  that  this  discovery  of  the 


^  Letters,  Lectures,  and  Reyiews,  p.  8. 
'  North  British  Review,  1850. 
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true  relation  of  language  and  thought,  or  what  may 
truly  be  called  this  revelation  of  the  one-  whatfoUowi 
ness  of  tliought  and  language,  means  a      from  the 
complete  revolution  in  philosophy  1    How    "*^JU^f  *" 
is  it,  that  what  may  be  called  public  opinion  lAnguage  and 
among   philosophers    has   always   shrunk      *  ^^^^' 
from  freely  recognising  this  discovery,  and  that  we 
still  hear  the  same  halting  and  hesitating  judgments, 
the  same  weak  and  wavering  objections  which  have 
been  disposed  of  again  and  again  by  the  students  of 
the  Science  of  Language,  and  yet  rise  to  the  surface 
again  and  again  1 

I   thought   that  in  my  previous  writings  I  had 
answered  all  objections  that  could  possibly    ^^^^^  ^ 
be  raised  against  the  fundamental  tenet  of  objecUona  to 
the  Science  of  Language,  namely,  the  in-   ^^en^T^ 
separableness  of  thought  and  speech.     A     wordaand 
few  remonstrances,  however,  have  lately      ^^^^^^p**- 
been  addressed  to  me  again  from  quarters  where  I 
should  least  have  expected  them,  and  I  feel  obliged 
therefore,  before  proceeding  further,  to  repeat  once 
moie  a  part  at  least  of  what  I  have  so  often  said  before. 

I  have  freely  and  fully  admitted  that  thoughts 
may  exist  without  words,  because  other  other  ngns 
signs  may  take  the  place  of  words.  Five  ^^^^^  ^o^^s. 
fingers  or  five  lines  are  quite  sufficient  to  convey  the 
concept  of  five,  between  people  speaking  different 
languages,  possibly  between  deaf  and  dumb  people 
who  speak  no  language  at  all. 

Thus  the  hand  may  become  the  sign  for  five,  both 
hands  for  ten,  hands  and  feet  for  twenty.  Three 
fingers  are  as  good  as  three  strokes,  three  strokes  are 
as  good  as  three  clicks  of  the  tongue,  three  clicks  of 
tiie  tongue  are  as  good  as  the  sound  three,  or  trois, 

E  2 


52  FIEST   CHAPTER. 

or  drei,  or  shalosh  in  Hebrew,  or  san  in  Chinese. 
It  is  also  quite  possible,  after  words  and  concepts 
have  been  framed,  to  represent  these  once  more 
algebraically.  But  all  these  concessions  may  readily 
be  made  without  in  the  least  affecting  the  general 
proposition,  that  thoughts  are  impossible  without 
words,  or  if  it  is  necessary  to  add  what  is  perfectly 
understood,  without  some  other  signs  answering  the 
same  purpose  as  words.  Anybody,  for  instance,  who 
knows  the  hieroglyphic  inscriptions  of  Egypt,  or  the 
Chinese  system  of  writing,  knows  how  easy  it  is  to 
write  not  only  words,  but  whole  sentences  by  ideo- 
graphic signs,  which  signs  need  not  be  pronounced 
at  all,  or  may  be  pronounced  differently  in  different 
languages,  just  as  the  numerals  are,  or  the  astro- 
nomical signs  for  sun,  moon,  the  planets,  etc.,  in  our 
modem  almanacks.  We  may  even  go  a  step  further 
by  using  algebraic  signs.  Here  there  is  nothing  left  to 
remind  us  of  either  words  or  their  meanings.  We  are 
reckoning,  not  with  signs  of  concepts,  but  with  signs 
of  signs  ;  yet  in  the  end  we  always  return  from  the 
nota  notae  to  what  is  denoted  by  the  first  nota. 

The  next  objection  arises  from  a  mere  abuse  of 
NewobjectB,  language.  It  is  said  that  when  for  the 
how  named,    g^g^   i[^q   ^^   g^^  g^   straugc   auimal,  of 

which  we  do  not  know  the  name,  we  can  still  think 
it,  remember  it,  refer  to  it,  without  having  as  yet 
a  name  for  it.  But  is  '  strange  animal,'  no  name  ? 
Although  in  seeing  a  strange  animal  for  the  first 
time,  we  should  have  no  proper  name  for  it,  we 
should  nevertheless  be  able  to  think  of  it  at  once 
under  the  proximum  genus,  and  this  proximum 
genus  would  probably  have  a  name.  The  nameless 
object  would  be  conceived  and  named  as  an  animal 
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or  a  living  thing,  possibly  as  a  mammal,  or  a  bird,  or 
a  fish,  or  again  as  something  like  something  else 
that  has  a  name. 

We  see  this  process  well  illustrated  in  a  story  told 
by  Captain  Cook.  He  was  much  astonished,  he  says, 
at  the  incredible  ignorance  of  the  Hervey  Islanders  \ 
in  making  the  strange  mistake  of  calling  the  sheep 
and  goats  on  board  the  *  Kesolution,'  *  birds.'  The 
word  actually  used  was  Manu.  This  means  any 
living  thing  moving  on  the  earth  or  through  the  air. 
The  term  is  applied  also  to  human  beings,  as  well  as 
to  birds.  Therefore,  in  calling  sheep  and  goats  birds 
the  Atiuans  did  really  nothing  more  foolish  than 
what  we  all  should  do  in  trying  to  conceive  and 
name  a  new  animal;  they  laid  hold  of  it  by  the 
nearest  genus  that  had  a  name,  viz.  manu,  mean- 
ing a  living  or  a  moving  thing,  adding  to  it  in  course 
of  time  some  distinctive  mark  ^.  The  Delaware  word 
for  horse  means  '  the  four-footed  animal  which  carries 
on  his  back.'  Bed  Indians  call  a  school-house  by 
a  word  which  means  *  a  stopping-place  where  sorcery 
is  practised,'  their  notion  of  book-learning  being  that 
it  belongs  to  the  uncanny  arts. 

The   Bomans   thought  of   the  elephant  as   Bos 
Luca   or  Lucanus^  and  the   New  Zealanders  of 


^  W.  Gill,  Savage  Life  in  Polynesia,  p.  i88. 

*  Every  word  may  thus  be  represented  by  M=G  +  d ;  see  Lotze, 

ic,  p.  157. 

*  Varro,  L.  L.,  7.  3.  89,  par.  39,  ed.  Mttller.  Varro  is  inclined 
to  derive  Luca  from  lux,  but  be  quotes  tbe  true  derivation  also : 
*  Quod  nostri,  quum  maximam  quadrupedem,  quam  ipsi  baberent, 
vocarent  bovem,  et  in  Lucanis,  Pyrrbi  bello,  primum  vidissent 
apud  hostes  elepbantos,  id  est,  quadrupedes  comutos  (nam  quos 
denies  multi  dicunt  sunt  comua),  Lucanam  bovem  quod  putabant, 
Lucam  bovem  appellassent* 
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swine  as  large  dogs.  Every  step  we  make  in  ap- 
proaching the  exact  concept  of  a  new  object  is  a 
step  in  language,  and  without  language  not  a  single 
step  could  be  made. 

And  what  applies  to  cases  where  we  have  to  think, 
inexprewibie  that  is,  to  Speak  to  ourselvcs,  of  new  ob- 
thoughtB.  jects  which  we  see  clearly  before  us,  though 
we  know  not  yet  where  to  place  them,  applies  also 
to  cases  where  our  thoughts  seem  altogether  vague 
and  obscure.  We  speak  even  of  inexpressible 
thoughts,  by  which  we  generally  mean  mere  states 
of  feeling,  which  can  never  be  rendered  into  lan- 
guage except  approximately,  metaphorically,  or  poeti- 
cally \  Sometimes  we  feel  dissatisfied  at  the  imper- 
fection of  language  which  compels  us  to  seek  among 
old  words  some  that  seem  appropriate  for  our  new 
purposes,  or  to  trust  to  composition,  or  lastly  to  try 
what  can  be  done  by  making  a  new  word  out  of  the 
materials  accumulated  in  our  own,  or  even  in  foreign 
languages.  But  all  this  only  serves  to  show  that 
thought  without  words  is  impossible. 

Other  objections  have  been  made,  and  I  need  hardly 
say  that  all  of  them  have  been  for  a  time  urged  most 
strongly  by  myself  and  against  myself;  but  their 
examination  has  only  served  to  confirm  the  fact  that 
thoughts  and  words  are  inseparable,  and  that  neither 
of  them  can  have  any  independent  existence. 

It  has  been  said,  for  instance,  that  there  are  cer- 

Foreign      tain  words  which  are  absent  in  English, 

words.       French,    or    German,    while    what    they 

signify  is  well  known  even  to  those  who  borrow  the 

foreign  expression.     In  French  there  is  no  word  for 


^  Lotze,  Logic,  book  ii.  chap.  i. 
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standing  \  yet  no  one  would  say  that  the  concept  of 
standing  was  unknown  to  any  Frenchman,  particu- 
larly  if  he  knew  the  Latin  stare. 

All  we  can  say  is  that  the  French  language  has 
lost  by  accident,  if  there  is  accident  in  the  growth 
of  language,  or  in  reality  for  phonetic  reasons  *,  the 
short  and  very  useful  verb  expressing  to  stand  in 
the  most  general  way.  But  its  place  has  been  taken 
by  other  expressions,  such  as  6tre  debout. 

Again,  it  happens  that  a  language  forms  concepts 
and  words,  which  in  course  of  time  become  so 
specialised  or  localised  that  it  is  impossible  to  trans- 
late them  adequately  into  any  other  language.  Thus 
in  French,  naif  was  originally  no  more  than  nativus, 
but  with  a  people  who  valued  artificial  refinement 
so  highly  as  the  French  the  charm  of  anything  really 
native  or  natural  became  likewise  refined  and  almost 
artificial,  and  hence  the  peculiar  colouring  of  the 
French  conceit  conveyed  in  naif.  No  one  has  the 
correct  concept  of  the  French  naif  who  has  not 
studied  the  French  character  and  the  history  of 
French  literature,  and  the  very  fact  that  this  French 
concept  can  be  successfully  conveyed  in  a  French 
word  only,  so  far  from  telling  against  us,  serves 
again  to  confirm  the  opinion  that  thoughts  and 
words  are  inseparable. 

So  many  sentiments  and  recollections  have  gathered 
roimd  the  English  word  gentleman,  that  hardly 
two  people  use  the  word  in  exactly  the  same  sense. 
Gentilhomme  is  the  same  word,  but  conveys  no 


^  Schopenhauer,  vi.  602. 

*  Such  forms  as  sto,  stas,  stat,  would  have  hecome  almost 
undistinguishahle  in  modem  French.  Derivations  of  stare  re- 
mained in  French,  such  as  station,  etat,  ete,  etc. 
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longer  the  same  concept,  whereas  the  German  E del- 
man  n  has  80  much  deviated  from  its  original  purport 
that  it  had  to  be  replaced  by  a  new  term,  namely 
Ehrenmann. 

The  concepts  conveyed  by  these  words  are  ex- 
tremely complicated,  they  are  like  agglomerates  of 
the  smallest  stones  that  have  been  tossed  for  cen- 
turies by  the  waves  of  the  sea,  rolled  together, 
smoothed  and  polished.  They  can  exist  in  their 
completeness  once,  and  once  only ;  and  here  again  the 
fact  that  such  concepts  can  be  conveyed  by  one 
word  only,  and  that,  even  after  we  have  appropriated 
the  foreign  concept,  we  have  to  borrow  the  foreign 
word  if  we  wish  accurately  to  convey  the  foreign 
concept,  shows  clearly  that  concepts  and  words  live 
one  and  the  same  life.  The  words,  as  we  find  them 
in  Dictionaries,  are,  as  it  were,  mere  mummies,  the 
words  as  they  live  in  the  language  of  each  successive 
generation  are  their  living  descendants,  and,  as  long 
as  they  live,  they  live  by  the  unity  of  sound  and 
meaning,  and  by  that  constant,  yet  independent, 
change  both  in  their  sound  and  in  their  meaning  which 
constitutes  the  true  life  and  development  of  language. 
If,  however,  it  should  still  seem  doubtful  whether 
ExperimentB  thought  is  really  impossible  except  in  the 
to  prove  that  shape  of  words,  nothing  remains  but  that 

thought  18  im-      1111,1,  .1 

poMibie  with-  thosc  who  Qoubt  should  try  a  practical 
out  words,  experiment  which,  as  in  physical  so  in 
mental  science,  ought  to  be  the  best  test  of  truth. 
Let  every  reader,  whether  English,  French,  or 
German,  try  as  hard  as  he  can,  for  at  least  five 
minutes,  to  think  the  saying  of  Descartes,  Cogito 
ergo  sum,  without  allowing  either  these  Latin  words, 
or  their   English,  French,  or   German   equivalents. 
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*  1  think,  therefore  I  am/  *Je  pense,  partant  je 
suie/  'Ich  denke,  also  hin  ich/  to  pass  through 
their  minds.  If  the  result  is,  as  I  expect  it  will  be, 
Non  possumus,  then  I  hope  that  the  experiment 
will  have  supplied  what  may  have  been  wanting  in 
the  convincing  strength  of  the  argument.  It  might 
be  said,  however,  that  this  is  too  complicated  a  sen- 
tence, and  that,  with  regard  to  complicated  sentences, 
even  Mill  is  ready  to  admit,  if  not  the  necessity,  at 
least  the  usefulness  of  language.  We  shall  there- 
fore proceed  to  prove  that  even  so  simple  a  concept 
as  Dog  is  impossible  without  language. 

Some  of  the  Polynesians  would  seem  to  have 
a  &Lr  truer  insight  into  the  nature  of  speaking  in 
thought  and  language  than  some  of  our  t^©  stomach. 
modern  philosophers,  for  they  call  thinking  'speaking 
in  the  stomach.'  There  is  far  more  truth  in  this 
expression  than  at  first  sight  appears.  To  speak  in 
the  stomach  means  of  course  to  speak  inaudibly, 
and  it  is  this  not  only  low,  but  absolutely  inaudible 
speaking  which  is  so  often  mistaken  for  thought 
without  words.  An  inaudible  word  seems  a  contra- 
diction, but  it  is  not,  as  little  as  an  invisible  image. 
We  can  by  our  imagination  see  the  face  of  a  friend 
more  or  less  vaguely,  but  suflSciently  clear  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  other  images,  and  we  can  by  a 
similar  effort  of  imagination  recall  the  sound  of  music 
without  humming  or  producing  a  single  vibration  of 
air,  though  not  without  a  sympathetic  accompani- 
ment of  such  movements  of  the  muscles  as  would  be 
required  to  produce  the  various  vibrations  in  actual 
loud  singing.  Nay,  sometimes,  without  our  being 
aware  of  it,  some  of  these  inner  notes  will  break 
forth  audibly   and  startle   us.     Exactly   the    same 
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process  takes  place  in  this  so-called  speaking  in  the 
stomach.  The  old  words  are  repeated  inaudibly, 
though  with  the  same  sympathetic  accompaniment  of 
certain  muscles,  and  they  are  repeated  in  so  abbre- 
viated a  form  and  in  such  compact  and  habitual 
clusters  that  nothing  seems  more  quick  than  this  so- 
called  thought,  nothing  so  slow  as  loud  articulate 
speech.  Then  arises  by  practice  and  discipline  a  kind 
of  algebra  of  language  which  is  so  surprising  in  its 
swiftness  that  the  new  name  which  is  often  given  to 
it,  namely  thought  without  language,  seems  almost 
justified.  Yet  without  previous  language  not  one 
step  in  that  algebraic  exercise  would  have  been 
possible,  and  I  doubt  therefore  whether  a  truer  name 
for  this  inaudible  speaking  and  thinking  can  be  found 
than  the  Polynesian  expression  'speaking  in  the 
stomach.^ 

With  these  preliminary  remarks  I  now  proceed 
The  Dog-  to  describe  a  counter-experiment,  or  rather 
Experiment.  ^]^q  fruitlcss  offorts  which  somc  philoso- 
phers have  made  in  order  to  prove  that  they  could 
conceive  a  simple  concept,  at  least,  such  as  dog, 
without  having  a  name  for  it.  I  have  described 
the  same  experiment  before,  and  if  it  seemed  childish, 
all  I  can  say  is  that  this  is  not  my  fault.  We  are 
told  that  people  have  to  begin  by  shutting  their  eyes 
and  ears,  and  holding  their  breath.  They  then  sink 
into  some  kind  of  semi-consciousness,  and  when  all 
is  dark  and  still,  they  try  their  new  art  of  ventrilo- 
quism, thinking  thought  without  words.  They  begin 
with  a  very  simple  case.     They  want  to  conjure  up 

the  thought  of  a I  must  not  say  what,  for 

it  is  to  be  a  nameless  thing,  and  every  time  that  its 
name  rises,  it   is  gulped   down  and  ordered  away. 
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However,  in   confidence,  I   may  whisper  that  they 
want  to  conjure  up  the  thought  of  a  dog. 

Now  the  word  dog  is  deterrainately  suppressed ; 
hound,  cur,  and  all  the  rest,  too,  are  strictly  excluded. 
Then  begins  the  work.  *Kise  up,  thou  quadruped 
with  ears  and  a  wagging  tail ! '  But  alas !  the  charm 
is  broken  already.  Quadruped,  ears,  tail,  wagging, 
all  are  words  which  cannot  be  admitted. 

Silence  is  restored,  and  a  new  eflfort  begins.  This 
time  there  is  to  be  nothing  about  quadruped,  or 
animal,  or  hairy  brute.  The  inner  consciousness 
sinks  lower,  and  at  the  last  there  rises  a  being  to 
be  developed  gradually  and  insensibly  into  a  dog. 
But  alas !  '  being '  too  is  a  word,  and  as  soon  as  it 
is  whispered,  all  the  nameless  dogs  vanish  into 
nothing. 

A  last  appeal,  however,  remains.  No  animal,  no 
being  is  to  be  talked  of;  complete  silence  is  restored ; 
no  breath  is  drawn.  There  is  something  coming  near, 
the  ghost  appears,  when  suddenly  he  is  greeted  by 
the  recognising  self  with  Bow-wow,  bow-wow!  Then, 
at  last,  the  eflfort  is  given  up  as  hopeless,  the  eyes 
are  opened,  the  ears  unstopped,  the  breath  is  allowed 
to  rise  again,  and  as  soon  as  the  word  dog  is  uttered, 
the  ghost  appears,  the  concept  is  there,  we  know 
what  we  mean,  we  think  and  say  Dog.  Let  any  one 
try  to  think  without  words,  and,  if  he  is  honest,  he 
will  confess  that  the  process  which  he  has  gone 
through  is  somewhat  like  the  one  I  have  just  tried 
to  describe. 

But  even  thus  the  contest  is  not  given  up.     If 
neither  arguments  nor  experiments  avail.    Multiplicity 
are  there   not  facts,  it  has  been  said,  to   ofiBsiguBgw, 
show  that  thought  must  be  independent  of  language  ? 
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Does  not  the  fact  that  there  are  different  languages 
prove  at  once  that  language  must  be  something 
difiFerent  from  thought  ?  This  sounds  indeed  very 
plausible,  and  the  same  fact  was  appealed  to  by 
Locke,  though  for  a  different  purpose,  namely  in 
order  to  prove  that  words  must  have  been  chosen 
arbitrarily  as  marks  of  thoughts,  because  otherwise 
there  would  have  been  but  one  language  on  earth. 
The  same  answer  which  was  given  to  Locke  will  also 
serve  as  an  answer  to  those  who  imagine  that  the 
variety  of  languages  proves  that  language  is  some- 
thing different  from  thought. 

It  has  been  shown  that  words,  though  not  being 
what  they  are  by  necessity  (^Jo-ei),  are  neither  what 
they  are  by  mere  chance  (fleVct),  but  that  every  one 
can  give  account  of  itself  why  it  is  what  it  is.  There 
is  perfect  freedom  in  the  formation  of  words,  but  that 
freedom  is  determined  by  reason.  There  is  freedom, 
as  we  shall  see,  even  in  the  formation  of  roots  (con- 
cepts), and  still  greater  freedom  in  the  formation  of 
words,  and  it  is  that  very  freedom  which  not  only 
explains,  but  really  necessitates  the  diversity  of 
languages,  or  the  dialectic  growth  of  words. 

Different  families,  tribes,  and  nations  are  perfectly 
free  to  form  different  concepts,  such  as  digging, 
rowing,  striking,  and  the  phonetic  types  which  convey 
these  concepts  may  likewise  vary  ad  infinitum. 
Still  greater  is  the  freedom  with  which  from  these 
phonetic  types  or  roots  new  names  for  new  concepts 
may  be  derived,  so  that  in  course  of  time  a  confusion 
of  tongues,  so  far  from  being  miraculous,  becomes 
inevitable.  If  in  one  family  the  father  was  called 
noiudsher  or  protector,  pa-ter,  in  another  begetter, 
t6k€v^,  if  the  father  called  the  moon  the   brilliant 
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Luna,  but  the  son  called  it  M6n6,  the  measurer,  we 
should  have  the  beginning  of  that  dialectic  growth 
which  would  end  in  a  confusion  of  tongues,  or  in  the 
constitution  of  various  national  languages.  If  we  can 
have  synonyms  in  one  and  the  same  language,  nothing 
is  more  natural  than  that  we  should  have  dialects,  and, 
if  we  can  once  account  for  different  dialects,  we  have 
accounted  for  the  multiplicity  of  languages  likewise. 
We  can  watch  the  same  process  in  modern  languages. 
If  we  suppose  that  in  Latin  words  and  thoughts  were 
identical,  does  it  prove  that  they  are  so  no  longer, 
and  that  language  is  something  different  from 
thought,  because  Latin  has  been  modified  dialectic- 
ally  till  it  became  Italian,  French,  and  Spanish  ?  In 
some  cases  Italian,  French,  and  Spanish  words  have 
the  same  meaning  as  their  Latin  prototypes.  In 
other  cases  their  meaning  has  been  either  extended 
or  restricted,  but  the  continuity  in  the  growth  of 
thought  and  in  the  growth  of  language  has  never 
been  broken,  and  we  find  as  little  in  Italian  as  in 
Latin  any  word  which  cannot  give  a  full  account 
both  of  its  sound  and  of  its  meaning.  If  we  had  but 
one  language  for  all  mankind,  that  language  would 
probably  contain  various  words  for  the  same  concept, 
and  various  concepts  for  the  same  word.  It  would 
contain  what  all  languages  contain,  Homonyma  and 
Polyonyma^  But  Homonyma  and  Polyonyma 
do  not  prove  that  concepts  and  words  are  different 
things,  but  on  the  contrary  that  every  shade  of 
meaning  can  be  embodied  in  language.  Day  and 
night,  for  instance,  may  be  called  by  twenty  different 
names  according  to  the  twenty  different  ways   in 


^  See  Lect.  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  ii.  p.  390. 
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which  they  may  be  conceived  either  as  bright  or 
dark,  as  warm  or  cold,  as  rousing  or  calming,  as  good 
or  evil,  as  sisters  or  brothers,  as  friends  or  enemies. 
The  same  mountain  in  Switzerland  is  called  by  the 
people  on  the  South  side  Blackhorn,  by  the  people 
on  the  North  side  Whitehorn,  because  it  is  covered 
with  snow  on  the  North,  and  free  from  snow  on  the 
Souths  Here  we  have  a  polyonymous  mountain, 
whUe  all  the  mountains  in  Switzerland  which,  be- 
cause they  are  never  free  from  snow,  are  called 
Whitehorn,  are  synonymous  mountains.  This,  so 
far  from  proving  that  words  are  independent  of 
concepts,  shows  that  everything  is  named  in  exactly 
as  many  ways  as  it  is  conceived.  In  Ich  denke, 
also  bin  ich,  we  have  exactly  as  many  acts  of 
thought  as  in  Cogito,  ergo  sum;  their  different 
phonetic  form  is  nothing  but  the  result  of  an  his- 
torical, and  generally  perfectly  intelligible  evolution. 
The  multiplicity  of  languages  therefore,  so  far  from 
proving  the  independent  existence  of  thought  and 
language,  proves  on  the  contrary  their  close  con- 
nection, because  it  shows  that  the  slightest  variation 
in  our  conception  of  things  brings  about  a  variation 
in  language.  Luna,  no  doubt,  is  intended  as  a  name 
for  the  same  object  as  M6n6,  but  if  we  conceive  that 
object  as  brilliant,  it  becomes  to  us  Luna,  if  we 
conceive  it  as  measurer  of  time,  it  becomes  M6n6, 
In  later  times  the  speakers  of  Greek  and  Latin  were 
not  always  aware  of  the  conceptual  meaning  of  these 
words.  Words  had  then  become  traditional  and 
almost  algebraic  signs.  But  the  people  who  framed 
these  words  were  aware  of  their  conceptual  purpose, 

^  Berlepsch,  Scliweizerkunde,  p.  i6. 
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and  could  have  told  us  what  we  now  have  to  discover 
with  great  effort  for  ouraelves,  that  the  variety  of 
words  and  the  multiplicity  of  languages  are  the  best 
proof  of  the  conceptual  origin  of  language,  and  of 
the  identity  of  thought  and  speech. 

A  final  fact  adduced  against  the  theory  that  it 
is  impossible  to  think  without  language,  Deafand 
which  was  formerly  very  popular,  is  that  ^™^^  People. 
deaf  and  dumb  people  cannot  speak,  and  yet  can 
think.  At  present,  however,  it  is  well  known  that, 
if  they  can  think  and  reason,  they  have  learnt  it 
from  those  who  use  words,  only  substituting  other 
signs  for  their  words  and  concepts  ;  while  if  they  are 
not  so  taught,  they  never  rise  beyond  what  wo  may 
call  thinking  even  in  animals,  nay,  often  remain 
entirely  imbecile.  I  may  cite  the  authoritative  words 
of  Professor  Huxley :  *  A  man  bom  dumb,  notwith- 
standing his  great  cerebral  mass  and  his  inheritance 
of  strong  intellectual  instincts,  would  be  capable  of 
few  higher  intellectual  manifestations  than  an  orang 
or  a  chimpanzee,  if  he  were  confined  to  the  society  of 
dumb  associates.'  And  again  :  '  A  race  of  dumb  men, 
deprived  of  all  communication  with  those  who  could 
speak,  would  be  little  indeed  removed  from  the 
brutes.  The  moral  and  intellectual  difference  between 
them  and  ourselves  would  be  practically  infinite, 
though  the  naturalist  should  not  be  able  to  find  a 
single  shadow  even  of  specific  structural  differenced* 

I  hope  I  have  thus  answered  everything  that  has 
been  or  that  can  possibly  be  adduced  against  what  I 
call  the  fundamental  tenet  of  the  Science  of  Lan- 


^  See  Horatio  Hale,  The  Origin  of  Languages,  1886,  pp.  36,  42  ; 
Kant,  Anthropologie,  §  16. 
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guage,  and  what  ought  to  become  the  fundamental 
tenet  of  the  Science  of  Thought,  namely  that  lan- 
guage and  thought,  though  distinguishable,  are  in- 
separable, that  no  one  truly  thinks  who  does  not 
speak,  and  that  no  one  truly  speaks  who  does  not 
think. 

We  saw  before  that  sensations,  percepts,  concepts. 
Names  for     ^^^  namcs,  the   constituent  elements   of 
Thought  in     ouF  thoughts,  the  kuown  quantities  which 
^®'*®    *      we    'co-agitate,'   the    numbers   which    in 
reckoning  or  reasoning  we  add  or  subtract,  are  not 
independent    elements,   but    merely    four    different 
phases  in  the  growth  of  what  we  call  our  Mind. 
I   wish  we   possessed  a  word  like  the   Sanskrit 
The  Inner     AutaAkaranH,  which  means  the  'Working 
Working,      within,'  and  commits  us  to  nothing  else. 
For  do  what  we  may,  as  soon  as  we  speak  of  Mind, 
we  cannot  help  thinking  of  an  independent  Some- 
thing, whether  we  call  it  an  instrument  or  force  or 
a  faculty,  which  does  the  work  for  which  we  want  a 
name.     We  think  of  a  mind  dwelling  in  a  body,  and 
we  soon  find  ourselves  in  the  midst  of  psychological 
mythology.     Let  it  be  clearly  understood,  therefore, 
that   by  Mind  I  mean  nothing  but   that   working 
which  is  going  on  within,  embracing  sensation,  per- 
ception,  conception,   and   naming,   as   well    as  the 
various    modes    of  combining   and    separating    the 
results   of  these   processes  for  the  purpose  of  new 
discoverv. 

But  if  Mind  is  to  be  the  name  of  the  work,  what 

Who i« the    is   to  be  the  name  of  the  worker?     It 

Worker?     jg  ^ot  yet  the  Self,  for  the  Self,  in  the 

highest  sense,  is  a  spectator  only,  not  a  worker ;  but 

it  is  what  we  may  call  the  Ego,  as  personating  the 
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Self;  it  is  what  other  philosophers  mean  by  the 
Monon,  of  which,  as  we  shall  see,  there  are  many. 
Let  us  call  therefore  the  worker  who  does  the  work 
of  the  mmd  in  its  various  aspects,  the  Monon  or  the 
Ego,  leaving  what  is  behind  the  Monon  for  later  con- 
sideration, and  let  us  see  what  that  Monon  must  be  in 
order  to  fulfil  the  purpose  for  which  we  want  it. 

A  Monon,  in  order  to  be  what  it  is,  and  to  do 
what  it  does,  must  be  conscious  of  itself,  for  it 
requires  little  reflection  to  perceive  that  for  a  Monon 
(Alone)  to  exist,  can  mean  nothing  but  to  be  conscious 
of  itself.  This  self-consciousness,  however,  may  or 
may  not  have  been  roused,  or,  at  all  events,  it  may 
have  been  modified  through  the  impact  produced  on 
it  by  other  Mona,  but  even  thus  it  remains  through- 
out self-conscious  only,  i.  e.  conscious  of  itself  as 
modified  by  something  not  itself  Physically  speak- 
ing we  may  conceive  the  Monon  as  resisting  the 
impacts  made  upon  it  by  other  Mona,  as  yielding  for 
a  moment  and  recovering  itself  This  resistance 
produces  vibration,  and  these  vibrations,  being  the 
vibrations  of  a  conscious  Monon,  would  be,  in  the 
widest  sense  of  the  word,  what  we  call  sensations. 

These  sensations,  however,  would  be  mere  states, 
or  modifications  of  the  Monon,  unless  the  space.  Time, 
Monon  postulated  for  them  a  cause  with-  *nd  Cause. 
out,  and  thus  changed  all  sensations  into  objects, 
which  objects,  being  subject  to  the  a  priori  con- 
ditions of  our  sensuous  intuition,  must  be  in  space 
and  in  time.  For  all  this  we  require  no  separate 
instruments,  imless  we  give  that  name  to  the  five 
receptive  organs,  eye,  ear,  nose,  tongue,  and  skin. 
What  these  vibratory  organs  really  are  we  must 
leave  to  the  physiologist  to  explain,  and  it  is  well 
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known  how  rapid  the  progress  of  physiological 
discovery  has  been  of  late  in  this  important  field 
of  research.  We  have  here  to  accept  these  dis- 
coveries simply  as  given  facts.  We  may  ascribe  the 
change  of  a  sensation  into  an  object  to  the  cate- 
gory of  causality,  but  that  is  only  a  scholastic  term, 
and  means  no  more  than  that  we  must  think  and 
speak  of  a  sensation  as  caused  by  something  without 
us.  What  should  we  be,  if  we  did  not  do  that  ?  If 
we  are  to  be  at  all,  we  must  be  what  we  are.  We 
may  call  Space  and  Time  forms  of  sensuous  intuition, 
but  this  again  means  no  more  than  that  we  must 
look  upon  a  cause  without  us  as  different  and  there- 
fore distant  from  us,  here  or  there  ;  and  upon  a  cause 
of  a  continuing  sensation  as  remaining  with  us  in 
the  present,  in  the  past,  and  in  the  future.  And 
again  I  ask,  what  should  we  be,  if  we  did  not  do 
that? 

Professor  Prantl  ^  has  lately  dwelt  very  strongly 
Time-senae    ^^  what  was  pointed  out  by  Kant,  namely 
and  Space-     that  this  iutuitiou  of  things  in  time  or 
"*"****        continuous  succession,  what  he  calls  the 
Time -sense  (Zeitsinn),  is  really  the  first  beginning 
of  counting,  reckoning,  reasoning,  and  speaking,  all 
comprised  under  X0709  by  the  Greeks.      Schopen- 
hauer also  held  the  same  view,  that  *  sensation'  is 
something  essentially  subjective,  and  its  changes  are 
brought  to  our  cognisance  in  the  form  of  internal 
sense   only,   therefore  in  time,  i.e.  in  succession*. 
This  is  perfectly  true,   though  the   Space-sense 
seems  to  me  equally  important  for  that  purpose. 

'  Prantl,  Eeformgedanken  zur  Logik,  p.  184. 
'  Liebmann,  Objectiver  Anblick,  p.  114. 
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To  see  the  same  thing  in  the  same  place  at  different 
times  is  certainly  the  first  impulse  to  counting, 
labile  firom  counting  there  is  but  a  small  step  to 
adding  and  subtracting  which,  as  we  saw,  is  con- 
ceiving or  reasoning.  To  give  an  instance.  If  I 
see  or  feel  or  know  my  hand  doing  the  same  thing, 
say  digging,  in  the  same  place  at  different  times,  that 
is  to  say,  if  I  perceive  or  know  myself  digging,  that 
knowledge  is  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  concept, 
and,  if  embodied  in  the  sound  which  often  accompanies 
the  act  of  digging,  a  word.  And  if  I  see  or  feel  or  know 
my  right  hand  and  my  left  hand,  that  is,  different 
things  which  I  take  to  be  the  same,  doing  the  same 
thing,  say  digging,  cutting,  or  striking  in  different 
places,  that  knowledge  of  the  two  hands  as  working 
together  and  forming  a  pair  is  the  first  Dyad,  and  a 
Dyad  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  the  first 
concept. 

All  this  is  the  work,  and  I  should  sav  the  inevi- 

table  work  of  a  conscious  Monon.  Grant  Thesufficienc 
a  Monon  conscious  of  itself,  and  conscious  of  a  seif-oon- 
therefore  of  the  impacts  made  upon  it  or  *^*°""  Monon. 
the  changes  produced  in  it  by  other  Mona  which  it 
resists,  and  we  require  little  more  to  explain  all  that 
we  are  accustomed  to  call  Thought.  It  may  be  said 
that  this  is  asking  for  a  great  deal,  but  whatever  sub- 
ject we  treat  of,  we  must  ask  certain  things  to  be 
granted  us,  we  must  draw  a  boundary  line  where  our 
work  is  to  begin,  and  leave  the  adjoining  fields  to  be 
cultivated  by  our  neighbours.  And  we  can  do  this 
in  our  own  case  all  the  more  readily,  because  our 
neighbours,  the  physiological  psychologists,  assure 
us  that  they  can  fully  account  for  the  impacts,  the 
irritations  or  the  impressions  of  our  senses,  while  we 

F  2 
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ourselves  are  willing  to  take  up  our  own  work,  as 
soon  as  the  vibrations  of  a  self-conscious  Monon  are 
given  us. 

If  it  should  seem  that  in  taking  the  sensuous  im- 
pressions simply  for  granted  or  leaving  them  unex- 
plained, I  am  building  a  whole  system  of  philosophy 
on  mere  sand,  I  may  appeal  in  self-defence  to  the 
example  of  some  of  the  greatest  philosophers  who 
have  claimed  the  same  privilege.  Thus  Hume  in  his 
'Treatise  on  Human  Nature'  writes  (I.  3.  5,  ed. 
Green,  i.  p.  385)  :  *  As  to  those  impressions,  which 
arise  from  the  senses,  their  ultimate  cause  is,  in  my 
opinion,  perfectly  inexplicable  by  human  reason,  and 
Will  always  be  impossible  to  decide  with  certainty 
whether  they  arise  immediately  from  the  object,  or 
are  produced  by  the  creative  power  of  the  mind,  or 
are  deriv'd  from  the  author  of  our  being.  Nor  is 
such  a  question  any  way  material  to  our  present  pur- 
pose. We  may  draw  inferences  from  the  coherence 
of  our  perceptions,  whether  they  be  true  or  false ; 
whether  they  represent  nature  justly,  or  be  mere 
illusions  of  the  senses' 

Taking  therefore  the  impacts  of  Mona  on  the  Monon 
for  granted,  we  may  call  the  resistance  and  the  con- 
comitant vibrations  of  the  self-conscious  Monon,  sensa- 
tion; the  change  of  sensations  into  intuitions  of  objects 
in  space  and  time,  perception,  and  the  counting  of 
such  perceptions,  and  their  addition  and  subtraction, 
conception,  this  conception  being  always  realised  in 
signs  or  words.  We  want  no  more.  We  want  no 
longer  any  innate  ideas,  any  new  faculties,  or  separate 
instruments  in  order  to  explain  all  the  work  that  is 
going  on  within.  Even  the  category  of  causality  and 
the  intuitions  of  space  and  time  are  to  us  inevitable 


are  no 
as 
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conditions  of  a  contact  between  the  self-conscious 
Monon  and  other  Mona  which  it  withstands ;  while 
the  gathering  of  two  or  more  percepts  into  one  con- 
cept must  be  explained  as  the  natural  result  of  the 
Time-sense  and  Space-sense,  that  is,  our  permanent 
consciousness  of  objects  in  space  and  time. 

To  say  that  there  are  no  such  things  as  Mind, 
Memory,  Beason,  Understanding,  etc.  may   There 
sound  very  terrible  to  those  philosophers  ■ach^g^ 
who  imagine  that  the  dignity  of  man  con-     Memory, 
sists  in  his  possessing  a  soul,  a  mind,  a    Kea»on,  etc. 
memory,  an  intellect,  an  understanding,  a  reason,  and 
whatever  other  powers  and  faculties  or  instrujaents 
have  been  called  into  being  by  the  fertile  imagination 
of  psychologists.     I  do  not  object  to  the  use  of  any 
of  these  names,  so  long  as  they  are  understood  to  be 
no  more  than  the  names  of  certain  modes  of  action 
on  the  part  of  a  self-conscious  Monon.     But  I  cer- 
tainly deny  that  there  are  any  such  things  as  soul, 
mind,  memory,  intellect,  understanding,  and  reason, 
or  that  the  conscious  Monon  can  be  said  to  be  en- 
dowed with  them,  whether  in  the  shape  of  separate 
faculties  or  useful  instruments.     I  admit  nothing  but 
the  self-conscious  Monon,  which  must  be  conscious, 
if  it   is  to  exist  at  all ;    everything   else   can    be 
shown  to  be  the  result  of  an  inevitable  development. 
If  Mill  explains  matter  as  the  permanent  possibility 
of  sensation,  i.e.  of  being  perceived  (On  Hamilton, 
p.  198),  we  may  in  the  same  manner  explain  mind  as 
the   permanent  possibility  of  sensation,  i.e.  of  per- 
ceiving.    Or,  to  put  it  in  a  different  form,  if  the 
esse   of  things   is   percipi,   the   esse   of  mind   is 
percipere. 

I  know  that  many  philosophers,  even  those  who 
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generally  agree  with  me,  will  object  to  this  extreme 
Monism,  and  maintain  that  the  self-conscious  Monon 
must  be  admitted  to  be  endowed  at  least  with  the 
forms  of  sensuous  intuition,  space  and  time,  and  with 
the  category  of  causality.  I  do  not  deny  it,  I  only 
say  that  these  are  technical  and  scholastic  names  for 
what  we  have  to  recognise  as  inevitable  modes  of 
action  in  the  self-conscious  Monon  in  its  acquisition 
of  what  we  call  sensations,  percepts,  concepts,  and 
names. 

Nor  do  I  deny  that  every  self-conscious  Monon 
What  is  possesses  memory,  or,  if  philosophers  pre- 
Memory  ?     f^j.  i\^^f^  name,  the  faculty  of  memory.     All 

I  wish  to  maintain  is  that  what  we  call  memory  is  no 
more  than  the  persistence  of  force  which  manifests  it- 
self in  sensation,  perception,  conception,  and  language, 
as  well  as  everywhere  else.  If  every  sensation,  percept, 
concept,  and  word  vanished  as  soon  as  it  appeared,  we 
should  be  at  a  loss  to  explain  what  became  of  them. 
That  the  effects  which  they  represent  should  be  per- 
manent, though  they  may  be  modified,  is  what  we 
expect ;  that  they  should  disappear  without  leaving 
a  trace  behind,  would  be,  I  think,  a  perfect  miracle. 
No  vibration,  not  even  that  on  the  surface  of  a  lake, 
ever  perishes  entirely.  If  then  we  must  have  a  name 
for  that  imaginary  storehouse  in  which  the  materials 
of  thought,  whether  sensations,  percepts,  concepts,  or 
words,  are  garnered,  and  for  the  power  of  preserving 
and  reproducing  these  materials  whenever  they  are 
wanted,  let  us  by  all  means  use  the  name  of  memory, 
only  let  us  bear  in  mind  that  it  is  the  name  of  an  in- 
evitable effect,  produced  by  what  in  nature  we  call 
the  persistence  of  force,  or  what  in  logic  we  express 
by  A  =  A,  and  that  what  has  really  to  be  accounted 
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for,  is  our  power  of  partial  foi^tfulness,  not  our 
power  of  remembering.  Let  the  name  of  Memory 
be  used  by  all  means  for  all  sensations,  percepts,  conr- 
cepts,  and  names  which  we  retain  and  which  con- 
stitute our  intellectual  wealth,  and  let  us  use 
Beason  or  Beasoning  for  the  proce^  which  pro- 
duces what  logicians  call  terms,  propositions,  and 
syllogisms, — ^these  being,  as  we  shaU  see,  the  same 
processes  under  new  names  which  from  the  first  pro- 
duced the  wealth  garnered  in  our  memory;  but  let  us 
never  forget  that  neither  to  remember  nor  to  reason 
implies  the  possession  of  a  thing,  called  reason  or 
memory,  but  that  to  remember  implies  simply  the 
permanence  of  the  former  acts  of  a  selfconscious 
Monon,  while  to  reason  is  no  more  than  a  continua- 
tion, under  different  aspects,  of  the  same  act  which 
produced  names  in  which  alone  all  our  sensations, 
percepts,  concepts  can  be  realised. 

We  need  not  imagine  that  we  are  poorer,  because  we 
have  lost  what  we  really  never  possessed.  Lois  and 
It  may  be  quite  true  that  we  possess  ^•*^-. 
neither  mind,  nor  memory,  nor  reason,  that  even  the 
name  of  soul  has  become  superfluous.  But  for  all 
that,  we  remain  exactly  as  we  were  before,  only  we 
understand  ourselves  better,  and  that  seems  to  me 
always  a  gain,  and  not  a  loss. 

So  powerful,  however,  is  the  reaction  of  words  on 
thought,  that  as  soon  as  we  throw  away  a  word,  or 
attempt  to  define  its  meaning,  everybody  thinks  that 
he  is  being  robbed.  But  the  sun  rises  just  the  same, 
though  we  say  now,  that  it  does  not  rise.  The  moou 
has  not  been  minished,  though  she  has  been  waning 
for  thousands  of  years.  And  all  our  mental  life  will 
remain  just  the  same,  though  we  deny  that  there 
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are  such  things  as  mind,  intellect^  understanding, 
and  reason.  All  the  various  shades  or  developments 
of  sensation  from  the  first  to  the  last  were  doubtless 
distinguished  and  named  for  some  very  useful  purpose, 
and  each  may  have  served  its  purpose  for  a  time. 
The  mischief  began  when  they  became  too  numerous, 
each  thinker  contributing  his  own  share,  while  later 
thinkers  seemed  to  consider  themselves  in  honour 
bound,  whenever  there  were  different  names,  to 
assign  to  each  its  own  small  province.  Because  in 
German  there  are  two  words,  Vers  tan  d  and  Ver- 
nunft,  originally  meant  for  exactly  the  same  thing, 
the  greatest  efforts  have  been  made  to  show  that  there 
is  something  to  be  called  Vernunft,  totally  different 
from  what  is  called  Verstand,  till  at  last  Vernunft 
was  changed  into  a  mere  name  for  Unverstand,  or 
the  power  of  suggesting  insoluble  problems^  And 
as  there  is  a  Vernunft  by  the  side  of  a  Verstand 
in  German,  English  philosophers  have  been  most 
anxious  to  introduce  the  same  distinction  between 
understanding  and  reason  into  English. 

Nothing  varies  so  much  as  the  meaning  of  philo- 
sophical terms,  for  everybody  thinks  he  has  a  right 
to  define  them,  or  even  to  use  them  without  any 
definition.  Thus,  as  Paulsen  has  shown,  the  German 
word  Begriff ,  which  now  means  concept  only,  meant 
not  very  long  ago  a  percept  or  a  Vorstellung.  In 
a  Manual  of  Logic  by  Meier,  which  was  used  by 
Eant,  we  read:  *Ein  Begriff,  conceptus,  ist  eine 
Vorstellung  einer  Sache  in  einem  Dinge,  welches 
da&  Verraogen  des  Denkens  besitzt.  Es  sind  damach 
aUe  unsere  Vorstellungen  Begriffe.'  And  in  Keimarus' 

»  See  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  88. 
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Vemunftlebre,  paragraph  30,  we  read :  *  Begriff  gleicli 
Denkbild  oder  Idee,  ist  jede  einzelne  Vorstellung, 
(also  vor  allem  auch  die  Sensation).' 

No  word  has  changed  more  in  its  meaning  than 
Idea,  and  none  is  answerable  for  greater  confusion 
of  thought  \  It  is  impossible  to  understand  Locke, 
Berkeley,  or  Hume,  unless  we  know  that  idea  with 
them  means  a  percept,  fresh  or  faded,  and  that 
Berkeley's  crusade  against  abstract  general  ideas  is 
really  directed  against  percepts  supposed  to  be  general 
and  abstract.  Jacobi  called  Berkeley  a  Nihilist, 
others  called  him  an  Egoist,  he  is  now  called  an 
Idealist,  a  name  which  the  contemporaries  and 
opponents  of  Kant  seem  to  have  considered  quite  as 
offensive  as  that  of  Nihilist  is  now. 

At  last  there  arises  a  complete  psychological 
mythology.  Because  the  Monon  could  reason  or 
because  it  became  ration alis,  it  was  said  to  possess 
reason,  and  this  reason,  after  being  spelt  with  a 
capital  K,  was  accepted  as  something  real,  though  in- 
visible, was  praised  as  divine  in  rapturous  rhapsodies, 
till  at  last  it  was  worshipped  as  the  Goddess  o 
Reason  in  the  streets  of  Paris.  What  would  the 
French  mob  have  said,  if  they  had  been  told  that 
in  worshipping  the  Goddess  of  Reason  they  were 
worshipping  *  Addition  and  Subtraction '  ?  Yet  so 
it  was,  and  possibly  addition  and  subtraction  were 
something  far  more  perfect  and  wonderful  than  the 
Goddess  of  Reason  before  which  the  v  knelt  and  burnt 
incense. 

Even  Kant  when  he  speaks  of  reason  as  a  sepa- 
rate thing  seems  to  me  guilty  of  mythology.     It  is 


^  See  Stoddart,  Glossology,  pp.  332,  343. 
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sheer  philosophical  polytheism  to  speak  of  sense, 
mind,  reason,  intellect,  understanding,  as  so  many 
independent  powers,  with  limits  not  very  sharply 
defined  ;  and  however  orthodox  that  polytheism  has 
become,  it  is  never  too  late  to  protest  against  it.  In 
religious  mythology  too,  names  which  were  at  first 
intended  as  cognomina  only,  have  been  changed 
into  nomina,  and  at  last  into  independent  Numina. 
A  man  is  not,  however,  to  be  called  an  heretic 
because  he  does  not  believe  in  Hekatebolos  as  a 
being  diflferent  from  Apollo,  or  in  Charis  as  a 
goddess  different  from  Aphrodite,  nor  an  Atheist 
because  he  believes  in  one  God  only.  Nor  is  a  philo- 
sopher to  be  called  hard  names  because  he  does  not 
believe  in  mind,  reason,  understanding,  or  intellect, 
as  so  many  independent  substances,  powers,  faculties, 
or  goddesses,  or  because  he  sees  in  all  of  these  but 
the  different  manifestations  of  one  and  the  same 
being,  the  conscious  Monon. 

Let  it  not  be  supposed  that  I  am  so  bigoted  a 
Monist  as  to  wish  to  see  all  these  names  banished 
from  our  philosophical  dictionaries.  I  do  not  wish 
to  see  them  banished,  I  only  wish  to  see  them  purified, 
or  restored  to  their  original  meaning.  I  myself  use 
sense,  when  speaking  of  the  Monon,  so  far  as  it  may 
be  conceived  as  simply  receiving ;  I  use  imagination, 
for  want  of  a  better  name,  when  I  speak  of  the  Monon, 
so  far  as  it  can  be  conceived  as  forming  percepts ;  I 
use  intellect  rather  than  reason,  when  I  speak  of 
the  Monon,  so  far  as  it  can  be  conceived  as  simply 
conceiving;  and  I  use  language,  when  I  speak  of 
the  Monon,  so  far  as  it  can  be  conceived  as  simply 
speaking. 

I  do  not  object  to  the  use  of  the  word  memory. 
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if  we  want  to  speak  of  the  permanence  of  the  work 
done  hj  sensation,  perceptioD,  conception  and  naming, 
and  if  some  philosophers  prefer  to  speak  of  the  faculty 
of  memory,  I  cannot  consider  it  as  high  treason.  It 
seems  to  me  mere  pedantry  to  rave  against  such  a 
word  as  faculty,  a  term  which  is  extremely  useful 
and  perfectly  harmless,  if  only  we  bear  in  mind  that 
facultas,  the  opposite  of  difficultas,  is  no  more 
than  facilitas,  a  modus  faciendi,  as  agility  is  a 
modus  agendi,  and  in  that  sense  quite  as  good  a 
word  as  function,  which  has  found  more  favour  of 
late  in  the  eyes  of  philosophical  purists.  We  may 
safely  enjoy  the  wealth  of  language,  accumulated  by 
our  fathers,  if  only  we  take  care  not  to  accept  a  coin 
for  more  or  less  than  it  is  really  worth.  We  must 
weigh  our  words  as  the  ancients  often  weighed  their 
coins,  and  not  be  deceived  by  their  current  value. 

It  is  very  easy  to  coin  new  terms,  but  they  often 
make  confiision  but  worse  confounded.  Philosophers 
now  speak  of  diflFerent  forms  of  realisation,  different 
aspects  and  different  modalities  of  psychic  force,  but 
all  these  terms  will  require  the  protection  of  a  de- 
linition,  and  will  no  more  escape  abuse  than  the  old 
faculties  of  the  mind.  As  rain  and  sunshine  were 
changed  into  gods  and  demons,  the  faculties  of  the 
mind  also  have  sometimes  been  treated  like  green- 
eyed  monsters  seated  in  the  dark  recesses  of  our  Self. 
But  they  only  frighten  those  who  do  not  know  what 
names  are  made  of.  To  the  true  etymologist  they 
are  no  more  than  what  they  are  meant  to  be. 

There  is  one  word  which  I  should  like  to  see  re- 
introduced into  our  philosophical  phrase-        Logos. 
ology,    and    that  is   Logos.      It   meant   originally 
gathering  and  combining,  and  so  became  the  proper 
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name  of  all  that  we  call  reason.  But  it  has  th 
immense  advantage  of  also  meaning  language,  and 
thus  telling  us  that  the  process  of  gathering  which 
begins  with  sensation  and  passes  on  to  perception 
and  conception  reaches  its  full  perfection  only  when, 
it  has  become  incarnate  in  the  Logos  or  the  word. 


CHAPTEK     11. 
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If  our  analysis  of  the  human  mind  is  right,  if  all 
that  we  call  thought  finds  its  last  consummation 
in  language,  the  next  question,  namely  how  the 
growth  of  the  human  mind  can  be  studied,  is  easily 
answered:  it  must  be  studied  in  the  history  of 
language. 

This  conclusion,  which  after  the  discoveries  of  the 
Science  of  Language  seems  inevitable,  wordathe 
might  have  been  arrived  at  long  ago.  It  Bigns  of 
has  always  been  considered  as  one  of  the  ^'^^^^p*"- 
glories  of  Locke's  philosophy  that  he  established  the 
fact  that  names  are  not  the  signs  of  things,  but  in 
their  origin  always  the  signs  of  concepts.  It  is  true 
that  Hobbes^  had  already  enunciated  the  same  im- 
portant truth,  namely  that  words  are  signs  of  con- 
cepts and  not  of  things.  But  that  would  in  no  way 
detract  from  Locke's  merit,  for  truth  is  common 
property,  and  it  is  chiefly  the  use  which  a  phi- 
losopher makes  of  any  given  truth  which  secures 
him  his  position  in  the  history  of  philosophy. 
I  know  quite  well  that  Mill  considered  this  dis- 
tinction  between  words  as   the   signs  of   concepts, 


'  Computation  or  Logic,  chap.  ii.     See  Mill's  Logic,  book  i. 
chap.  ii. 
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and  words  as  the  signs  of  things  as  of  little 
consequence,  but  this  must  depend  altogether  on 
the  use  which  can  be  made  of  it.  To  mv  mind 
Lockes  insistance  on  words  being  the  signs  of 
concepts,  and  not  of  things,  is  of  the  greatest 
importance  for  everything  that  is  called  philosophy. 
And  even  Mill,  though  he  argues  against  this  theory, 
frequently  adopts  it  unawares.  When  Mill  says* 
that '  a  word  ought  to  be  considered  as  the  name  of 
that  which  we  intend  to  be  understood,'  this  is 
clearly  our  concept,  and  not  the  thing  apart  from  our 
concept.  Mill  admits  that  we  know  nothing  of  the 
inmost  nature  of  fire  and  water,  that  heat  is  not  like 
the  steam  of  boiling  water  nor  the  feeling  of  cold 
like  the  east  wind^.  But  it  is  of  these  subjective 
sensations  that  our  concepts  are  made  up.  Why 
then  should  Mill  call  it  a  capital  error  'that  the 
investigation  of  trutb  consists  in  contemplating 
and  handling  our  ideas*  or  conceptions  of  things, 
instead  of  the  things  themselves^  ?  he  who  in  the 
same  chapter  declares  that  *  a  previous  mental  con- 
ception of  facts  is  an  indispensable  condition '  of  all 
thought  and  belief?  In  another  place*  Mill  says, 
'that  in  using  a  proper  name  we  put  a  mark,  not 
indeed  upon  the  object  itself,  but,  so  to  speak,  upon 
the  idea  of  the  object.'  But  why  *so  to  speak,* 
considering  that  we  can  do  nothing  else  ?  If  we  use 
a  general  name,  if  we  say  Dog,  do  we  mean  the 
thing,  or  our  concept  of  it  ?  Is  there  anything 
corresponding  to  Dog  ?  Is  not  Dog,  like  every 
other  name,  the  name  of  a  thing  that  cannot  possibly 
exist  ?     Who    ever   saw  a   dog  ?     We   may   see   a 

'  Logic,  1.  2.  4.  *  lb.  i.  3.  7. 

'  lb.  i.  5.  I.  *  lb.  i.  2.  5. 
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spaniel,  or  a  greyhound,  or  a  dachs-hund,  we  may 
see  a  black  or  a  white  or  a  brown  dog,  but  a  dog  no 
human  eye  has  ever  seen.     Therefore  when  we  say 
dog,  we  can  only  mean  our  concept  of  a  dog,  that  is, 
our  concept  of  many  or  all  dogs,  and  it  is  the  name 
of  that  concept  which  we  use  to  denote  any  single 
dog.     The  same  with  a  tree.     No  one  ever  saw  a 
tree,  but  only  this  or  that  fir  tree,  or  oak  tree,  or 
apple  tree ;  but  then  again,  no  one  ever  saw  an  apple 
tree,  but  only  a  few  parts  of  it,  a  little  of  the  bark, 
a  few  leaves,  an  apple  here  and  there  ;   and  of  all 
this  again  one  side  only.     Tree,  therefore,  is  a  con- 
cept, and,  as  such,  can  never  be  seen  or  perceived  by 
the  senses,  can  never  acquire   any  phenomenal    or 
intuitional  form.     We  live  in  two  worlds,  the  world 
of  sight,  and  the  world  of  thought ;  and  strange  as 
it  may  sound,  nothing  that  we  think,  nothing  that 
we  name,  nothing  that  we  find  in  our  dictionary, 
can  ever  be  heard,  or  seen,  or  felt.     We  can   even 
have  names   for  things  which   never   existed,   such 
as  hobgoblins,  also  for  things  which  exist  no  more 
or  which  exist  not  yet,  such  as  the  grapes  of  the 
last  harvest  and  the  grapes  of  the   next.      These 
can  hardly  be  called  things,  as  separate  from  our 
concepts  of  them,  and  our  names  in  this  case  clearly 
refer  either  to  what  we  have  never  seen,  or  what  we 
see  no  longer  or  not  yet,  or  at  all  events  to  what  we 
have  never  seen  in  that  form  in  which  we  conceive 
it.     The  mere  fact  that  I  call  a  thing  past  or  future 
ought  to  be  suflScient  to  show  that  it  is  my  concept 
I  am  speaking  of,  and  not  the  thing  as  independent 
of  me. 

If  this  is  so  with  the  names  of  concrete  things,  it 
must  be  so  all  the  more  with  the  names  of  attributes. 
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All    attributes,    according   to    the    schoolmen,    are 
Attributes     ^^^^t^act  terms,  though  it  does  not  follow 

always       that  all  abstract  terms  are  attributes.    All 

abstract,  attributes  are  abstract  terms,  because  in 
forming  them  we  must  drop  that  of  which  the  at- 
tributes are  attributes.  We  see  the  white  snow, 
the  white  milk,  the  white  horse,  but  it  is  only 
by  dropping  all  except  the  white  colour  (I  speak 
here  of  artificial  or  scholastic  abstraction)  that  we 
get  white  as  an  attribute-  Even  when  we  speak  of 
a  white  thing,  we  are  speaking  of  a  concept  we 
have  made  for  ourselves,  for  our  experience  never 
oflfers  us  anything  that  is  nothing  but  a  white  thing. 
So  whether  we  use  white  as  an  attribute,  or  whether 
we  speak  of  a  white  thing,  we  speak  of  concepts 
which  we  have  made,  and  the  words  which  we  use 
of  them  are  names  of  our  concepts,  not  names  of 
things. 

As  a  matter  of  principle,  therefore,  the  distinction 
between  words  as  signs  of  concepts  and  words 
as  signs  of  things  cannot  be  said  to  be  of  little 
consequence.  It  forms  the  watershed  between  the 
two  great  streams  of  philosophical  thought,  the 
nominal! stic  and  realistic,  and  if  we  adopted  the 
view  which  Mill  professes  to  embrace,  it  might 
seem  to  follow,  without  much  difficulty,  that  ideal- 
istic philosophers  have  no  right  to  use  language 
at  all. 

But  this  does  not  concern  us  at  present.  What 
concerns  us  in  this  place  is  the  practical  importance 
which  the  view  attacked  by  Mill  has  for  our  own 
special  inquiry.  For  if  we  are  right  in  holding  the 
opposite  view,  if  words  are  indeed  the  signs  and 
outward   embodiments   of  our  concepts,  the  origin 
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and  growth  of  concepts,  that  is,  of  all  human 
thought,  need  no  longer  be  studied  as  a  mere 
theory,  but  becomes  an  historical  study  resting  on 
facts,  namely  on  the  facts  of  language.  Only 
while  Locke  still  looked  on  words  as  arbitrary 
signs,  the  Science  of  Language  has  taught  us  this 
new  lesson,  that  words  are  neither  arbitrary  nor 
necessary,  but  always  reasonable  and  intelligible 
signs  of  concepts. 

If  we  take,  for  instance,  such  a  word  as  name, 
Locke  would  have  said  that  it  was  a  Name. 
sound  arbitrarily  chosen  to  signify  *  what  we  call  a 
thing.'  Nor  does  the  word  name  convey  more  to 
an  ordinary  speaker  than  this  its  traditional  meaning, 
which  he  learns  either  from  his  parents  or  from 
a  dictionary.  The  student  might  go  a  step  further, 
and,  by  comparing  other  languages,  he  might  learn 
that  Latin,  Greek,  and  Sanskrit  contain  very  similar 
words  to  express  the  same  idea,  namely  nomen  in 
Latin,  ovofia  in  Greek,  nd.man  in  Sanskrit.  This 
would  teach  him  that  name  in  English  and  Name 
in  German  could  at  all  events  not  have  been  chosen 
by  his  own  Saxon  ancestors,  but  must  have  existed 
a  long  time  ago,  when  the  Teutonic  language  had 
not  yet  branched  off  from  Sanskrit,  Greek,  and  Latin. 
The  question  then  arises  whether  that  word  was 
chosen  arbitrarily  by  the  primitive  framers  of  Aryan 
speech,  or  with  an  intelligent  purpose.  Placed  under 
the  microscope  of  the  comparative  grammarian, 
name,  the  Sanskrit  n&man,  is  seen  to  consist  of 
a  root  NA,  originally  GNA,  to  know,  and  of  a 
suffix  which  generally  expresses  an  instrument  or  an 
act  We  thus  perceive  that  name  meant  originally 
a  great  deal  more  than  what  we  call  a  thing.     It 
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was  not  a  mere  siga  arbitrarily  chosen,  or  a 
notch  or  a  mark  fixed  at  random,  but  it  was  meant 
to  express  the  act  or  instrument  of  knowing. 
This  was  the  original  concept  embodied  in  name: 
not  what  we  call  a  thing,  but  what  we  know  of 
a  thing. 

What  applies  to  this  word,  applies  to  all  others  : 
they  all  disclose  to  us  a  rational  and  intelligible 
purpose.  A  saddle  was  called  a  saddle  because  we 
sit  in  it,  a  stable  a  stable  because  cattle  stand  in  it. 
A  serpent  was  called  ahi,  €;(£?,  anguis,  from  AmH, 
to  throttle  ;  or  sarpa,  serpens,  from  SiRP,  to  creep. 
A  field  was  called  d^'ra,  aypd^,  ager,  fi-om  Ag,  to 
drive,  because  cattle  were  driven  over  it.  Goats 
were  called  agfa,  because  they  were  driven,  and  so  on 
ad  infinitum.  I  gave  the  etymology  of  name, 
however,  for  two  reasons :  first  in  order  to  show 
what  I  mean  by  saying  that  words  are  never  chosen 
arbitrarily ;  secondly,  because  it  offers  an  independent 
confirmation  of  Locke's  statement  that  words  are  the 
signs  of  concepts,  and  not  of  things.  Those,  whoever 
they  were,  who  for  the  first  time  called  words  names, 
knew  that  a  name  expressed  what  they  knew  of 
a  thing.  What  to  us  was  the  result  of  very  hard 
reasoning,  namely  that  as  Hegel  says,  '  we  think  or 
know  by  names,*  seems  to  have  come  as  a  natural  in- 
sight to  the  early  framers  of  our  language,  so  that 
language,  if  but  rightly  interpreted,  might  have 
taught  us  the  lesson  that  we  know  in  names  or 
think  in  words  by  the  almost  tautological  proposition  : 
(g)nominibus  (g)noscimus,  in  Sanskrit,  (g)n&ma- 
bhir  ^anlmas. 

But  even  after  both  philosophy  and  philology 
had  established  the  fact  that  language  is  thought 
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and  thought  is  language,  it  took  some  time  before 
the  conclusion  was  drawn  that  the  real  historical 
development    of  the  human  mind  ought 
to  be  studied  in  the  history  of  language,    true  hutory 
Some   writers,    particularly  in    the    last  °'  *^®  human 
century,  preferred  to  draw  largely  on  their 
own  imagination  in  composing  the  picture  of  what 
the  human  mind  was  in  the  beginning,  and  how  it 
became  what  it  is  now.     Others,  in  our  own  time, 
have  looked  among  so-called  modem   savages   for 
information  on  the  primitive  state  of  human  thought. 
Though  from   both  quarters  some  light  has  been 
thrown  on   this    extremely   difficult   subject,   it  is 
generally  admitted  by  this  time  that  neither  process 
can  lead  to  anything  but  a  few  more  or  less  plausible 
guesses  on  the  origin  and  progress  of  human  thought, 
or  on  the  problem  how  man  came  to  his  senses,  and 
to  his  reason,  and  to  his  language;    how,  in  fact, 
man  came  to  be  man. 

The  true  archives  in  which  alone  the  historical  de- 
velopment of  the  human  mind  can  be  studied  are  the 
archives  of  language,  and  these  archives  reach  in  an  ' 
uninterrupted  line  from  our  own  latest  thought  to 
the  first  word  that  was  ever  uttered  by  our  ancestors. 
It  is  here  where  the  human  mind  has  left  us  what 
may  be  called  its  true  autobiography,  if  only  we  are 
able  to  decipher  it. 

The  problem  which  is  thus  placed  before  us  is,  in 
every  respect,  the  counterpart  of  another     ^ 

11  1  .  1      1  !•   1  J    xT.  Growth  of 

problem  which  has  of  late  engaged  the     Mind  and 
attention    of  philosophers,   I  mean    the   Evolution  of 

<•  All  ^      •  Nature. 

evolution  of  nature.   And  as  the  evolution 
of  nature  can  be  studied  with  any  hope  of  success 
in  those  products  only  which  nature   herself  has 

G  2 
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left  US,  the  evolution  of  mind  also  can  be  effectively 
studied  in  those  products  only  which  mind  itself  has 
left  us.  These  mental  products  in  their  earliest  form 
are  always  embodied  in  language,  and  it  is  in  language, 
therefore,  that  we  must  study  the  problem  of  the 
origin,  and  of  the  successive  stages  in  the  growth  of 
mind.  The  formation  of  general  terms,  of  abstract 
notions,  of  propositions,  and  syllogisms,  in  fact  all  that 
we  call  the  work  of  reason,  must  in  future  be  studied 
in  language,  if  in  the  science  of  thought  we  hope  for 
the  same  results  which  have  rewarded  the  labours  of 
Darwin  and  of  other  careful  students  of  the  authentic 
records  of  nature.  Every  one  of  the  numberless  lan- 
guages which  cover  the  earth  is  a  stratum  in  the 
growth  of  thought  that  has  to  be  explored.  Every 
word  is  a  specimen,  a  record  of  human  thought,  that 
has  to  be  analysed  and  interpreted. 

I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  these  records  can  always 

be  completely  deciphered,  or  that  there  are 

between  the    ^0  gaps  in  the  evolutiou  of  thought  which 

study  of  Mind  foj.  ^\^q  present,  at  least,  must  be  left  as 

and  Nature.        ,  t*  i  ^^ 

they  are.  But  the  same  applies  to  the 
evolution  of  nature  also,  and  yet  it  does  not  dis- 
hearten its  students.  Here  too  there  remain  many 
riddles  and  many  breaks,  and  yet  the  general  convic- 
tion that  there  was  a  continuous  progress  in  nature 
from  the  lowest  to  the  highest  point,  is  not  shaken 
thereby.  In  studying  these  two  developments, 
that  of  nature  and  that  of  mind,  we  start  from  the 
same  principles,  and  we  aim  at  the  same  results.  We 
ought  therefore  to  follow  the  same  method. 

It  is  interesting  to  see  how  the  parallelism  of  these 

NAmartpa.    two   developments  has  been  anticipated, 

vaguely,  it  is  true,  by  the  earliest  philosophers  of 
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India.  Thus  we  read  in  the  Aitareya-fixanyaka 
Upanishad,  I.  4,  7,  'All  this  was  undeveloped;  it 
became  developed  by  forms  and  names.'  We  have 
only  to  substitute  species,  i.e.  eidos,  for  forms,  and 
we  have  here  the  recognition  of  that  very  parallelism 
which  I  have  tried  to  illustrate :  on  the  one  side 
the  development  of  objective  nature  by  so-called 
species,  on  the  other  the  development  of  subjective 
mind  by  names. 

But  if  we  mean  to  treat  the  problem  of  the  origin 
of  reason  in  the  same  spirit  in  which  the  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^ 
evolutionist  treats  the  problem  of  the  without  lan- 
origin  of  nature,  we  must  not  shrink  from  *^*"*^ 
the  question,  whether  there  was  a  time  when  lan- 
guage and,  therefore,  reason  did  not  yet  exist.  Now, 
if  our  first  tenet  is  right,  if  language  and  reason  are 
identical,  or  two  names  or  two  aspects  only  of  one 
and  the  same  thing,  and  if  secondly  we  cannot  doubt 
that  language  had  an  historical  beginning,  and  re- 
presents the  work  of  man  carried  on  through  many 
thousands  of  years,  we  cannot  avoid  the  conclusion 
that,  before  those  many  thousands  of  years,  there  was 
a  time  when  the  first  stone  of  the  great  temple  of 
language  was  laid,  and  that  before  that  time  man 
was  without  language,  and  therefore  without  reason. 

This  sounds  at  first  very  alarming,  but  I  see  no 
escape  from  it.  Other  philosophers  too,  who  reason 
fearlesslv,  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion. 

Physiologists,  for  instance,  on  comparing  the  oldest 
human  skuUs  that  have  lately  been  dis-    The  mental 
covered,  have  pointed  out  that  some  of     t^^^ie. 
them  are  without  the  mental  or  genial  tubercle.   This 
mental  or  genial  tubercle  has  nothing  to  do  with 
mens  or  genius,  at  least,  not  directly,  but  its  name 
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is  derived  from  mentum,  chin,  or  yewy  or  yepeia^^  chin. 
It  is,  in  fact,  a  small  bony  projection  or  excrescence, 
in  which  the  muscle  of  the  tongue  is  inserted.  In  the 
skull,  discovered  in  1866  in  the  cave  of  La  Naulette, 
in  Belgium,  and  described  by  Professor  de  Mortillet, 
that  mental  tubercle  is  absent.  In  place  of  it  there  is 
a  hollow,  as  with  monkeys.  Therefore  Professor  de 
Mortillet  argues  :  '  Speech,  or  articulate  language,  is 
produced  by  movements  of  the  tongue  in  certain 
ways.  These  movements  are  effected  mainly  by  the 
action  of  the  muscle  inserted  in  the  genial  tubercle. 
The  existence  of  this  tubercle  is  therefore  essential 
to  the  possession  of  language.  Animals  which  have 
not  the  power  of  speech  do  not  possess  the  genial 
tubercle.  If,  then,  this  tubercle  is  absent  in  the 
Naulette  jawbone,  it  is  because  the  man  of  Neander- 
thal, the  "  Chellean  man,"  was  incapable  of  articulate 
speech  ^' 

Philosophers,  too,  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclu- 
Geiger'i  siou.  Lazax  Gcigcr,  for  instance,  to  whom 
anawer.  the  philosophy  of  language  owes  so  much, 
expresses  his  conviction  *  that  although,  as  far  as  our 
observation  reaches,  man  is  always  rational,  yet  he 
cannot  always  have  been  so.'  '  Reason,'  he  says,  'does 
not  date  from  all  eternity,  but,  like  everything  else 
on  earth,  it  had  an  origin,  a  beginning  in  time.  Like 
the  species  of  living  beings,  reason  did  not  spring 
into  existence  suddenly,  finished  and  in  all  its  per- 
fection, as  it  were  by  a  kind  of  catastrophe,  but  it 
has  had  its  own  development.  We  have  in  language 
an  inestimable  and  indispensable  instrument  for 
seeing  this,  nay,  I  believe  that  whatever  plausible 


^  See  Horatio  Hale,  On  the  Origin  of  Languages,  p.  31. 
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theories  on  the  descent  of  man  may  have  been  started 
elsewhere,  certainty  and  assurance  can  be  obtained 
from  language  only/ 

It  seems  impossible  to  break  through  this  argu- 
ment, nor  do  I  wish  to  refute  it,  though  I  shall  try 
to  show  that  it  requires  an  important  modification. 
To  take  reason  as  something  given,  ready  at  hand 
whenever  we  want  to  apply  it  to  the  brute  material 
supplied  by  the  senses,  this  view,  still  held  by  Kant 
and  by  most  of  what  may  be  called  the  classics  among 
philosophers,  is  no  longer  possible  in  an  age  which  has 
learnt  to  look  upon  the  very  Alps  as  the  slow  accu- 
mulation of  infinitesimal  atoms,  and  upon  the  most 
highly  organised  animals  as  the  descendants  of-  a 
Moneres. 

We  must  be  careful,  however,  not  to  be  carried 
away  by  the  philosophical  fashion  of  the     Difference 
day.      When  Geiger  says  that  man  was    ^t^«en'*- 
not    always    rational,    he    really    means     ratio&a- 
rationalis,  but    not   rationabilis,  and       ^^^"• 
between  these  two  the  difierence  is  immense  ^     The 
non-rational   cannot    become    rational,   as    little   as 
the  non-sentient  can  become  sentient.     *How  is  it 


^  Kant  made  the  same  distinction  long  ago,  when  in  his  Prag- 
matische  Anthropologie,  p.  652,  he  wrote:  'Man  was  not 
always  an  animal  rationale,  but  only  an  animal  rationabile; 
he  became  rational  through  his  own  exertion,  and  chiefly  through 
the  two  organs  of  his  fashioning  hand  and  his  social  language.' 
Nay,  Kant  went  even  further,  for  he  thinks  it  possible  that '  under 
the  influence  of  great  evolutions  of  nature  a  new  epoch  may  still 
follow  in  which  the  Orang-Outang  and  the  Chimpanzee  might 
develop  their  organs  of  walking,  grasping,  and  speaking  into  the 
structure  of  man,  and  might  develop  an  organ  for  the  use  of  the 
understanding  which  should  gradually  become  more  perfect  through 
social  culture/  I  do  not  understand  such  possibilities,  and  they 
hardly  seem  to  lie  within  the  sphere  of  practical  philosophy. 
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possible/  Noir6  writes,  *  that  from  unconscious  and  non- 
sentient  matter  consciousness  and  sensation  should 
shine  forth, unless  the  inner  quality,  though  in  a  dark 
and  to  us  hardly  perceptible  manner,  belonged  before 
to  those  substances  from  which  the  first  animal  life^ 
in  its  most  elementary  form,  was  developed  ^  ? ' 

We  are  not  concerned  at  present  with  the  question 

of  a  possible  transition  from  unconscious 

meaning  of    ai^d  non-scntient  to  conscious  and  sentient 

quaiitates   xnatter  (wc  saw  that   a  Monon,  in  order 

to  exist  at  all,  must  be  self-conscious),  but 

only  with   the   development   of  a  sentient   into  a 

rational  being,  or,  as  others  would  express  it,  from 

an  animal  into  man. 

And  here  it  may  possibly  be  objected  that  the 
inner  quality,  of  which  Noir^  speaks,  is  only  a 
new  name  for  those  quaiitates  occultao  which 
are  the  terror  of  modem  philosophy.  But  because 
modern  philosophy  has  shown  that  such  terms  as 
occult  qualities,  innate  ideas,  faculties  and  instincts 
have  been  subjected  to  much  abuse,  it  does  not 
follow  that  these  terms,  musty  with  the  crust  of 
long-accumulated  misconceptions,  should  be  thrown 
away  altogether,  like  broken  toys.  Every  one  of 
these  terms,  if  only  carefully  defined,  has  a  legitimate 
meaning,  and  if  people  would  but  try  to  see  through 
the  veil  of  language,  they  would  find  that  at  no 
time  have  the  thoughts  conveyed  by  these  terms 
exercised  a  more  powerful  sway  than  at  present, 
when  evolution  and  potential  energy  are  the  watch- 
words of  the  ruling  philosophy. 

It  would  really  take  away  one  of  the  most 
important  instruments  of  thought,  if  we  were  not 

*  Der  Urspruiig  der  Sprache,  p.  193. 
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allowed  to  distinguish  between  what  is  possible  and 
-what  is  not,  or  as  in  our  case,  between  what  is  not 
yet  rational,  and  what  never  can  be  rational.  The 
^rhole  theory  of  development  or  evolution  rests,  or 
ought  to  rest  on  this  distinction,  for  evolution  metins 
neither  more  nor  less  than  the  turning  of  occult 
into  manifest  qualities,  of  changing  the  possible  into 
the  real ;  but  also,  I  should  add,  in  distinguishing 
rigorously  between  the  possible  and  the  impossible. 
If  we  admit  that  man  may  at  one  time  have  been 
a  mute  animal,  it  does  not  follow  that  every  mute 
animal  may  in  time  become  man ;  it  does  not  follow 
that  language,  in  which  we  mean  to  study  the 
development  of  mind,  presupposes  nothing  but  what 
we  find  at  present  in  every  ape. 

This  point  seems  to  me  of  so  much  importance  in 
the  present  state  of  philosophic  thought,     Darwin's 
that  I  feel  it  incumbent  on  me  to  explain,  ^^y  **^  ^''^^ 

.,  1  <!  lutioii,  and 

as  clearly  and  fully  as  possible,  why,  whyidifler 
though  everything  I  have  written  has  fro»^i^ 
been  in  support  of  the  theory  of  evolution,  I  have 
bad  to  protest  again  and  again  against  Darwin's 
interpretation  of  that  theory.  How  a  student  of  the 
Science  of  Language  can  be  anything  but  an  evolu- 
tionist, is  to  me  utterly  unintelligible.  He  has  to 
deal  with  nothing  but  evolution  from  beginning  to 
end.  Latin  becomes  French  before  his  very  eyes, 
Saxon  becomes  English,  Sanskrit  Bengali.  Tlie 
Aryan  languages  as  well  as  the  Semitic  point  back 
each  to  their  own  types,  which  we  see  diversified 
in  endless  dialects  and  languages.  It  is  the  same 
wherever  we  approach  the  study  of  any  single 
language.  We  always  find  it  changing  or  changed, 
and  related  to  other  languages,  that  is  to  say,  like 


I 
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them  evolved  from  a  common  type.  Long  before 
Darwin  made  the  theory  of  evolution  so  widely 
popular,  that  idea  had  completely  dominated  the 
Science  of  Language,  and  nowhere  could  Darwin  and 
his  friends  have  found  a  stronger  support  for  their 
theory  than  in  the  works  of  comparative  philo- 
logists. 

To  speak  of  Darwin  as  the  discoverer  of  evolution, 
has  always  seemed  to  me  an  insult  to  every  student 
of  philosophy,  and  I  am  glad  to  see  that  so  honest 
an  admirer  and  follower  of  Darwin's  as  Professor 
Huxley  should  have  entered  his  indignant  protest 
against  this  popular  delusion.  In  answer  to  Mr. 
Gladstone,  who  thought  it  necessary  to  lay  great 
stress  on  the  fact  that  Evolution  in  its  highest  form 
has  not  been  a  thing  heretofore  imknown  to  history, 
to  philosophy,  or  to  theology,  Professor  Huxley 
writes  ^ : — 

*  Has  any  one  ever  disputed  the  contention  thus 
solemnly  enunciated  that  the  doctrine  of  evolution 
was  not  invented  the  day  before  yesterday?  Has 
any  one  ever  dreamed  of  claiming  it  as  a  modern 
innovation?  Is  there  any  one  so  ignorant  of  the 
history  of  philosophy  as  to  be  unaware  that  it  is 
one  of  the  forms  in  which  speculation  embodied 
itself  long  before  the  time  either  of  the  Bishop  of 
Hippo  or  of  the  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles  ?  Is  Mr. 
Gladstone,  of  all  people  in  the  world,  disposed  to 
ignore  the  founders  of  Greek  philosophy,  to  say 
nothing  of  Indian  sages  to  whom  evolution  was 
a  familiar  notion  ages  before  Paul  of  Tarsus  was 
bom  ? ' 

*  Nineteenth  Century,  Dec.  1885,  p.  854. 
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I  rejoice  to  heax  this  protest  from  Professor 
Huxley,  but  I  think  I  could  easily  produce  from  the 
writings,  not  only  of  the  busy  makers  of  public 
opinion,  but  of  philosophers  by  profession,  passages 
in  which  Darwin  is  spoken  of  as  the  discoverer  of 
evolution,  very  much  as  Newton  is  represented  as 
a  discoverer  of  the  Law  of  Gravitation,  and  in  which 
Greek  philosophy,  in  fact  all  philosophy  before  the 
middle  of  the  nineteenth  century,  is  treated  with 
iU-disguised  contempt. 

No  one  seems  to  me  to  have  judged  Darwin  s 
hypothesis  more  fairly  than  Mill  in  his  Miiion 
Logia  He  neither  indulges  in  exagger-  Darwin. 
ated  praise,  nor  does  he  fail  to  see  the  real  merit  of 
that  careful  observer  and  bold  generaliser.  *Mr. 
Darwin's  remarkable  speculation  on  the  Origin  of 
Species  is  another  unimpeachable  example,'  he  says, 
*  of  a  legitimate  hypothesis.  What  he  terms  "natural 
selection/'  is  not  only  a  vera  causa,  but  one  proved 
to  be  capable  of  producing  effects  of  the  same  kind 
with  those  which  the  hypothesis  ascribes  to  it :  the 
question  of  possibility  is  entirely  one  of  degree.  It 
is  unreasonable  to  accuse  Mr.  Darwin  (as  has  been 
done)  of  violating  the  rules  of  Induction.  The  rules 
of  Induction  are  concerned  with  the  conditions  of 
Proof.  Mr.  Darwin  has  never  pretended  that  his 
doctrine  was  proved.  He  was  not  bound  by  the 
rules  of  Induction,  but  by  those  of  Hypothesis.  And 
these  last  have  seldom  been  more  completely  ful- 
filled. He  has  opened  a  path  of  inquiry  fuU  of 
promise,  the  results  of  which  no  one  can  foresee.  And 
is  it  not  a  wonderful  feat  of  scientific  knowledge  and 
ingenuity  to  have  rendered  so  bold  a  suggestion, 
which  the  first  impulse  of  every  one  was  to  reject 


92  SECOND   CHAPTER. 

at  once,  admissible  and  discussable  even  as  a  con- 
jecture ^  ?  * 

I  shared  from  the  very  first  in  the  delight  with 
which  the  long-neglected  theory  of  evolution  was 
welcomed  again  by  English  students  in  almost  every 
branch  of  science,  but  I  felt  bound  also  from  the  very 
first  to  enter  my  decided  protest  against  those  who 
would  not  see  that  in  the  general  process  of  evolu- 
tion, whether  in  nature  or  in  mind,  not  all  things, 
but  certain  things  only,  are  possible.  If  evolution 
undertakes  to  teach  that  everything  can  become 
everything,  it  would  take  away  with  one  hand  what 
it  has  given  us  with  the  other,  nay,  it  would  destroy 
the  scientific  character  of  all  our  researches,  whether 
in  the  realm  of  nature  or  in  the  realm  of  mind.  I 
felt  this  so  strongly  that  even  at  the  risk  of  being 
misunderstood,  I  thought  it  right  openly  to  express 
my  dissent,  and  I  still  hold  so  firmly  to  the  view 
which  I  expressed  in  my  Lectures  on  Mr.  Dar- 
win's Philosophy  of  Language,  delivered  at 
the  Royal  Institution  in  1873,  that  I  give  here  once 
more  the  substance  of  my  arguments,  only  leaving 
out  what  seems  now  of  less  importance,  or  what  is 
no  longer  contested  by  those  who  formerly  differed 
from  me. 

As  I  said  just  now,  I  was  brought  up  from  my 
Two  kinds  of  carlicst  youth  in  an  intellectual  atmo- 
Evoiution.  sphere  permeated  by  the  ideas  of  develop- 
ment and  historical  growth,  nay,  I  never  doubted 
the  theory  of  evolution  such  as  I  learnt  it  from 
the  works  of  Kant,  Herder,  and  Goethe.  No- 
where  again   did   I   see   that  theory   more    clearly 


^  Logic,  iii.  14.  6. 
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confirmed  than  in  my  own  special  studies,  in  the 
Science  of  Language.  But  I  also  came  to  see,  at 
a  very  early  time,  the  dangers  of  that  theory,  as  it 
was  propounded  in  Germany  in  the  beginning  of 
this  century  by  men  such  as  Oken,  Schelling  and 
others,  and  I  have  always  considered  it  a  mere  abuse 
of  it,  if  its  apostles  went  back  to  the  Heraklitean 
doctrine  of  iravra  pel  (all  things  are  in  flux),  and 
ignored  or  denied  the  existence  of  any  Broad  Lines, 
or  fixed  steps  or  stages,  if  I  may  say  so,  in  the 
evolution  of  nature  as  well  as  of  mind.  If  there 
were  no  such  lines  or  limits,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
theory  of  evolution,  instead  of  explaining  the  origin 
of  species,  would  necessarily  lead  to  a  denial  of  all 
species,  nay,  it  would  consign  the  very  concept  of 
species,  as  well  as  of  genus,  to  the  limbo  of  mythology. 
This  has  been  well  expressed  by  Lotze.  *We  cannot 
but  remember,'  he  writes,  *  though  happily  as  an 
error  which  we  have  outgrown,  the  wild  caprice 
with  which  not  long  ago  people  would  derive  a  word 
in  one  language  from  any  casual  word  in  another, 
and  call  it  etymology ;  at  the  present  day  people 
need  to  be  warned  against  proceeding  in  a  similar  way 
to  satisfy  the  newly  awakened  desire  to  conceive  all 
the  various  kinds  of  organic  beings  as  evolved  from 
one  other,  all  fixed  specific  differences  being  done 
away  ^' 

The  theory  of  evolution  to  which  I  hold,  and 
which  seems  to  me  confirmed  more  and  more  by 
every  discovery  that  has  lately  been  made  in  the 
growth  of  nature  and  in  the  growth  of  the  human 
mind  as  represented  in  language  is  this,  that  evolu- 


'  Logic,  English  Transl.  p.  i86. 
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was  not  a  mere  sign  arbitrarily  chosen,  or  a 
notch  or  a  mark  fixed  at  random,  but  it  was  meant 
to  express  the  act  or  instrument  of  knowing. 
This  was  the  original  concept  embodied  in  name: 
not  what  we  call  a  thing,  but  what  we  know  of 
a  thing. 

What  applies  to  this  word,  applies  to  all  others  : 
they  all  disclose  to  us  a  rational  and  intelligible 
purpose.  A  saddle  was  called  a  saddle  because  we 
sit  in  it,  a  stable  a  stable  because  cattle  stand  in  it. 
A  serpent  was  called  ahi,  €x«9,  anguis,  from  AmH, 
to  throttle  ;  or  sarpa,  serpens,  from  SiHP,  to  creep. 
A  field  was  called  ^g^ra,  ayp6^^  agcr,  from  A^,  to 
drive,  because  cattle  were  driven  over  it.  Goats 
were  called  a^a,  because  they  were  driven,  and  so  on 
ad  infinitum.  I  gave  the  etymology  of  name, 
however,  for  two  reasons :  first  in  order  to  show 
what  I  mean  by  saying  that  words  are  never  chosen 
arbitrarily ;  secondly,  because  it  ofiers  an  independent 
confirmation  of  Locke's  statement  that  words  are  the 
signs  of  concepts,  and  not  of  things.  Those,  whoever 
they  were,  who  for  the  first  time  called  words  names, 
knew  that  a  name  expressed  what  they  knew  of 
a  thing.  What  to  us  was  the  result  of  very  hard 
reasoning,  namely  that  as  Hegel  says,  '  we  think  or 
know  by  names,'  seems  to  have  come  as  a  natural  in- 
sight to  the  early  framers  of  our  language,  so  that 
language,  if  but  rightly  interpreted,  might  have 
taught  us  the  lesson  that  we  know  in  names  or 
think  in  words  by  the  almost  tautological  proposition  : 
(g)nominibus  (g)noscimus,  in  Sanskrit,  (g)n&ma- 
bhir  ^antmas. 

But  even  after  both  philosophy  and  philology 
had  established  the  fact  that  language  is  thought 
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and  thought  is  language^  it  took  some  time  before 
the   conclusion  was  drawn  that  the  real  historical 
development    of  the  human  mind  ought 
to  be  studied  in  the  history  of  language,    true  hsitory 
Some   writers,    particularly  in    the    last  ^  *^®.  human 
century,  preferred  to  draw  largely  on  their 
own  imagination  in  composing  the  picture  of  what 
the  human  mind  was  in  the  beginning,  and  how  it 
became  what  it  is  now.     Others,  in  our  own  time, 
have   looked  among  so-called   modem   savages   for 
information  on  the  primitive  state  of  human  thought 
Though  from   both   quarters  some  light  has  been 
thrown  on   this    extremely   difficult   subject,   it  is 
generally  admitted  by  this  time  that  neither  process 
can  lead  to  anything  but  a  few  more  or  less  plausible 
guesses  on  the  origin  and  progress  of  human  thought, 
or  on  the  problem  how  man  came  to  his  senses,  and 
to  his  reason,  and  to  his  language ;    how,  in  fact, 
man  came  to  be  man. 

The  true  archives  in  which  alone  the  historical  de- 
velopment of  the  human  mind  can  be  studied  are  the 
archives  of  language,  and  these  archives  reach  in  an 
uninterrupted  line  from  our  own  latest  thought  to 
the  first  word  that  was  ever  uttered  by  our  ancestors. 
It  is  here  where  the  human  mind  has  left  us  what 
may  be  called  its  true  autobiography,  if  only  we  are 
able  to  decipher  it. 

The  problem  which  is  thus  placed  before  us  is,  in 
every  respect,  the  counterpart  of  another 

-  •;  ,  .  ,      1  /.   1  1    ^1  Growth  of 

problem  which  has  oi  late  engaged  the     Mind  and 
attention    of  philosophers,   I  mean    the   Evolution  of 

1-  4»  AT  1  !•  Natnre, 

evolution  of  nature.   And  as  the  evolution 
of  nature  can  be  studied  with  any  hope  of  success 
in   those  products   only  which  nature   herself  has 

G  2 
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Something,  no  doubt,  must  be  given  us,  something 
Knowledge    by  which  we  can  observe  and  afterwards 
^^iSi^ut^     arrange,  and  it  may  well  be  argued  that. 
Individuals    uuless   there   were   both   uniformity  and 
and  Genera,    variety   to  be    observed   in   nature,   the 
whole  nature  of  our  mind  too  would  be  different.     If 
there  were,  for  instance,  no  diversity  in  the  objects 
of  experience,  and  they  were  all  like  so  many  coins 
or  counters,  one  undistinguishable  from  the  other,  we 
might  possibly  count,  but  what  we  now  call  thought 
would  be  impossible.     We  should  be  mere  mathema- 
ticians.    If,  on  the  contrary,  there  were  nothing  but 
diversity  in  the  objects  of  experience,  and  they  were 
all  so  many  monsters,  sharing  no  single  property  in 
common,  again  we  might  possibly  stare  and  wonder, 
but  real  thought  would  be  impossible. 

Our  very  thought  therefore  is  based  on  what  the 
The  term  aucicnts  Called  kind  and  form,  i.  e.  com- 
Species  to  be  munity  of  Origin  and  similarity  of  form,  or 
on  what  we  now  call  genealogical  and 
morphological  classification.  I  cannot  help  think- 
ing, that  much  confusion  of  thought  would  be  avoided 
if  in  all  discussions  on  nature  or  on  mind  the  term 
species  were  for  the  future  altogether  discarded.  We 
have  genus  or  kind,  which  has  a  definite  meaning, 
namely  a  class  of  beings  which  have  a  common 
ancestor  and  produce  offspring  like  themselves. 
Varieties  observed  in  each  genus  should  be  called 
varieties,  instead  of  species,  while  large  classes  of 
genera,  such  as  aquatic,  terrestrial,  and  aerial  animals, 
might  be  called  kingdoms  or  realms  of  nature,  a 
name  which  would  say  nothing  about  their  possible 
common  origin,  but  only  predicate  their  being  in- 
chided  within  the  same  limits  or  frontiers.     Even  for 
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logical  purposes  I  believe  that  sub-genus  would  be 
far  better  than  species. 

Let  us  now  see  what  we  mean  by  an  individual, 
for  it  is  here  that  the  whole  secret  of  Thein- 
evolution  lies.  Each  individual,  if  it  dividual. 
belongs  to  a  natural  genus,  shares  its  birth  and  all 
that  follows  from  it  in  common  with  other  indi- 
viduals of  the  same  genus.  But  in  order  to  be  an 
individual,  it  must  also,  however  minutely,  differ 
from  all  other  members  of  the  same  genus.  No  sheep 
is  exactly  like  all  other  sheep,  no  leaf  exactly  like  all 
other  leaves. 

Each  individual,  therefore,  in  order  to  be  an  indi- 
vidual, possesses  by  necessity  certain  generic  and 
certain  individual  qualities,  and  in  this  necessity,  or  at 
all  events  in  this  reality,  lies  the  true  secret  of  what 
we  call  variation  and,  in  the  end,  of  evolution. 

It  follows  from  this,  and  this  is  a  point  of  the 
greatest  importance,  that  variation  can  never  be 
carried  so  far  as  to  amount  to  a  total  obliteration  of 
generic  by  individual  qualities.  If  this  were  to 
happen,  the  individual  would  cease  to  be  the  indi- 
vidual of  his  genus,  it  would  become  the  individual 
of  another  genus,  or  a  mere  straggler. 

This  brings  us  back  to  the  old  doctrine  that  true 
genera  must  be  tested  by  descent  and  ^^^  ^^ 
propagation,  and  this  was  no  doubt  the 
view  which  the  old  framers  of  our  words  and 
thoughts  took.  All  that  was  bom  of  sheep  was  called 
sheep,  all  that  was  bom  of  man  was  called  man. 
There  might  be  different  varieties,  such  as  black 
sheep  and  white  sheep,  or  black  men  and  white  men ; 
but  as  long  as  the  black  and  white  individuals  could 
have  oflfepring  together,  the  black  and  white  were 
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conceived  as  '  sorts  of  the  same  kind/    To  call  them 
species  has  been  the  cause  of  endless  concision. 

Here,  however,  we  must  again  carefiilly  distinguish 

^^•■^^      between  two  theories  which  have  divided 

Chance,  the  world  from  the  earliest  to  the  present 
time. 

Some  philosophers  hold  that  in  the  beginning 
there  was  Chaos,  or,  as  we  should  say,  the  possibility 
of  everything,  and  that  out  of  this,  certain  realities 
were  evolved. 

Others,  speaking  more  or  less  mythologically,  admit 
either  a  great  primeval  ancestor,  begetting  every- 
thing out  of  himself,  or  a  personal  creator  who  made 
everything  out  of  given  materials  or  out  of  nothing. 

Those  who  admit  a  personal  ancestor  or  creator, 
generally  ascribe  to  him  the  work  of  dividing  all 
that  exists  by  those  Broad  Lines  which  keep  indi- 
viduals of  one  kind  separate  from  individuals  of 
another.  Whatever  there  is  of  rhyme  or  reason  in 
the  world  is  naturally  referred  to  that  first  source. 

Those  on  the  contrary  who  begin  with  a  given 
Chaos  ascribe  its  change  into  a  well-ordered  Kosmos 
to  an  inherent  fitness,  or  to  what  of  late  has  been 
called  by  a  number  of  names,  such  as  Natural  Selec- 
tion, Survival  of  the  Fittest,  etc.  Empedokles  already 
used  a  very  similar  expression  when  he  remarked 
that  what  is  fit  will  always  preponderate,  because  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  the  fit  to  preserve  itself,  whereas 
the  imfit  has  vanished  long  ago  ^ 

The  fact  is  that  everybody  who  has  eyes  to  see, 
sees  some  kind  of  order,  purpose,  or  reason  in  nature, 
and  tries  to  account  for  it  either  mythologically  or 

philosophically.      The   mythological   explanation    is 

* 

^  Lange,  Geschichte  des  Materialismus,  vol.  i.  p.  23. 
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easy  enough,  a  rational  creator  produced  a  rational 
world.  The  philosophical  explanation  declines  a 
creator,  but  finds  it  in  consequence  extremely  diffi- 
cult to  frame  any  expression  for  what  has  caused 
order  and  purpose  in  nature.  The  foundation  of  all 
order  in  nature  consists  in  what  we  call  genera,  and 
sub-genera  (often  called  species),  and  the  first 
question  which  philosophers  have  tried  to  answer  has 
always  been,  whence  the  origin  of  species,  whence 
those  Broad  Lines  of  demarcation  which  keep  indi- 
viduals of  one  genus  or  species  separate  from  those 
of  another,  if  only  by  their  inability  to  maintain 
themselves  or  to  produce  ofepring  except  within  the 
barriers  of  their  own  kind  1  Even  if  we  imagined 
that  in  earlier  periods  diflferent  genera  were  not  so 
completely  separated  as  they  are  now,  and  that 
even  fishes,  reptiles,  mammals,  and  birds,  which  can 
no  longer  beget  oflfepring  with  one  another,  may 
nevertheless  have  descended  from  common  parents, 
and  in  the  end  from  one  common  seed,  the  question 
would  still  remain  the  same.  How  did  these  genera 
branch  oflF  from  one  common  stem,  and  how  did  they 
afterwards  maintain  themselves  for  ever  as  separate 
firom  each  other  ?  We  can  imagine  with  some  effort 
a  tree  one  branch  of  which  should  bear  plums, 
another  apples,  another  pears.  But  the  fact  would 
remain  nevertheless  that,  as  soon  as  they  are  ripe, 
plums  would  produce  plum-seed,  and  plum-seed 
would  grow  into  plum-trees ;  apples  would  produce 
apple-seed,  and  apple-seed  would  grow  into  apple- 
trees  ;  pears  would  produce  pear-seed,  and  pear-seed 
would  grow  into  pear-trees. 

How  is  this  to  be  explained  ? 

Darwin,  like  Empedokles,  imagined  that  the  '  Sur- 

H  2 
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vival  of  the  Fittest/  *  Natural  Selection,'  *  Influence 
of  Environment/  and  some  other  such  names  or 
powers  would  explain  all  that  has  to  be  explained  ; 
but  if  we  examine  every  one  of  these  terms  more 
closely,  we  shall  find  indeed  that  they  explain  a  great 
deal,  but  at  the  same  time  that  they  presuppose 
a  great  deal.  We  are  not  to  speak  of  a  rational 
creator,  nor  even  of  some  primordial  Nous  or  reason 
or  will.  But  what  does  *  Natural  Selection '  mean  ? 
If  we  divest  it  6f  its  metaphorical  disguise,  we  find 
that  Selection  presupposes  distinction  and  judgment, 
and  therefore,  unless  all  is  chance,  Natural  Selection 
presupposes  some  kind  of  reason.  *  Survival  of  the 
Fittest '  again  is  sheer  tautology,  and  simply  returns 
us  our  question  in  the  shape  of  an  answer.  We  ask,. 
Who  is  fit  to  survive  ?  and  we  are  answered,  He  wha 
is  very  fit  or  the  fittest.  Lastly,  if  we  ask  whether 
that  fitness  comes  from  within  or  from  without,  we 
are  referred  to  the  *  Influence  of  Environment/  as  if 
nature  was  not  a  whole,  and  the  surroundings  or  cir- 
cumstances in  which  each  individual  moves  as  muck 
a  part  of  nature  and  nature's  plan  as  each  individual^ 
each  genus,  and  each  species. 

I  prefer  to  look  upon  those  Broad  Lines  which 

Nature  im-     distinguish   gcuus  from  genus  or  kind 

poBiibie with-  from   kind   as   part   and  parcel   of  the 

out  Genera.  i     i         i  i»        x  t  ^x 

whole  plan  ot  nature.  1  am  quite  aware 
of  the  immense  advantages  which  the  theory  of 
a  rational  creator  or  even  of  a  great  primeval 
ancestor,  some  kind  of  Hiranyagarbha,  possesses 
over  all  other  theories,  nor  am  I  frightened  by 
the  many  anthropomorphic  disguises  which  it  is  apt 
to  assume.  But  I  consider  it  wisest  to  refrain  from 
expressing  any  opinion  on  the  problem  of  the  begin- 
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mug  of  all  things.  In  this  respect  I  follow  the  early 
Buddhists^  who  forbad  all  speculations  on  that  point 
as  irreverent,  if  not  irrational.  However,  whatever 
opinion  different  people  may  feel  inclined  to  adopt, 
one  &ct  is  certain  that,  as  soon  as  we  know  anything 
of  nature,  we  find  that  genera  and  sub-genera 
exist,  that  nature  and  genera  are  in  &Lct  insepar- 
able. Whatever  variability  and  pliancy  we  may 
ascribe  to  creatures  belonging  to  the  unknown  ages 
of  our  globe,  as  soon  as  we  know  anything  of  that 
globe,  and  its  inhabitants,  we  find  them  divided  into 
plants  and  animals,  and  both  again  into  a  number 
of  classes  and  varieties.  Variation,  which  is  but 
another  name  for  what  constitutes  the  essence  of 
every  individual,  may  account  for  varieties,  but  that 
process  cannot  be  carried  on  ad  infinitum,  but 
only  ad  finitum,  that  is  to  say,  varieties  cannot 
transcend  the  limits  of  the  genus  without  ceasing 
to  be  what  they  are,  or  what  they  are  meant  to 
be,  without  losing,  so  to  say,  their  raison  d'etre. 

I  know  it  is  this  *  meant  to  be'  which  rouses  at 
once  the  ire  and  suspicion  of  certain  philosophers.  As 
soon  as  they  hear  such  words  as  *  meant  to  be/  or  'pre- 
meditated,' they  smell  the  First  Chapter  of  Genesis, 
they  are  frightened  by  the  sight  of  the  great  Architect 
who  made  the  world  as  a  man  makes  a  machine. 

Is  it  really  necessary  to  say  again  and  again 
what  the  Buddhists  have  said  so  often  and  Mythological 
^eU,  that  the  art  of  creation  is  perfectly  Language 
inconceivable  to  any  human  understanding,  ^^  * 
and  that  if  we  speak  of  it  at  all,  we  can  only  do 
80  anthropomorphically  or  mythologically  ?  But 
because  we  know  this,  and  because  we  surrender  that 
naythological  language  to  those  who  were  or  who  are 
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incapable  of  any  other,  does  it  follow  that  we  mnst 
surrender  at  the  same  time  all  that  was  meant  by- 
it?  The  theory  of  a  personal  creator  was  meant 
to  exclude  the  idea  of  mere  chance,  and  it  is  the 
same  idea  which  I  wish  to  exclude  when  I  speak 
of  the  Broad  Lines  of  nature  as  meant  or  premedi- 
tated. There  is  no  part  of  nature  without  these 
lines,  nav.  without  them  nature  would  cease  to  be 
nature  :  it  would  be  chaos.  Minerals,  from  the  oldest 
to  the  newest,  crystallise,  but  once  crystallised,  they 
cease  to  develop.  Elements  do  not  combine  in- 
differently. If  they  did,  there  would  be  no  fixed 
kinds  of  bodies.  Salts  and  stones  and  ores  would 
approach  to  and  graduate  into  each  other  by  insensible 
degrees,  and  all  would  be  confusion  and  indefinite- 
ness^.  The  coloiu^  of  the  rainbow,  however  close 
to  each  other,  can  be  distinguished ;  the  notes  of 
the  musical  scale  do  not  produce  harmony  unless 
they  are  kept  distinct  by  the  number  of  their  vibra- 
tions. Water  boils  and  freezes  under  well-defined 
conditions.  There  is  order  and  beauty  in  the  firma- 
ment, in  the  movements  of  the  stars,  in  the  revolu- 
tions of  the  earth,  in  the  returns  of  the  seasons,  in 
the  succession  of  day  and  night.  All  this  together 
inspires  me  with  a  trust  or  faith — I  shall  not  call 
it  more — that  all  around  us  has  been  ordered,  or  is 
meant  and  premeditated.  And  if  with  this  faith, 
the  best  faith  in  the  world,  we  look  upon  all  living 
things,  whether  plants  or  animals,  we  cannot  bring 
ourselves  to  believe  that  all  is  here  casual  and  chaotic, 
that  a  plant  was  not  meant  to  be  a  plant,  but  may 
transgress  its   limits   and   become  an  animal;  that 


*  See  Whewell,  as  quoted  by  Mill,  Logic,  ii.  5.  6. 
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fishes,  reptiles,  mammals,  and  birds  are  mere  lusus 
naturae,  that  may  come  and  go;  and  that  though  at 
present  plants  and  animals  cannot  produce  offspring 
together,  it  is  quite  conceivable  that  they  may  have 
done  so  in  prehistoric  times  and  may  do  so  again. 

It  may  be  said  that  these  Broad  Lines  of  which 
I  have  been  speaking  are  pwely  subjec-    ^.b«^ 
tive,    that   we,    not    nature,  distmguish      Line§of 
yellow  from  green,  that  we,  not  nature,        *'"** 
distinguish  high  from  low  notes.     This  is  true  in 
one  sense,  namely  in  so  far  as  the  whole  of  nature 
exists  for  us  only  as  it  is  conceived  by  us.     But, 
on   the  other    hand,  we   can    only   conceive  what 
is  conceivable  and  can  distinguish  only  what  is  dis- 
tinguishable, and  when  we  apply  to  our  conception 
of  genera  that  old  test  of  a  descent  from  common 
parents,  it  must  become  clear  that  this  generic  con- 
cept of  things  is  not  entirely  subjective,  though,  like 
all  our  knowledge,  it  rests  on  subjective  perception 
and  observation. 

I  follow  Darwin  with  all  my  heart  when  he  shows 
how  many  varieties  have  without  any  ne-   TheSnuJier 
oessity  been  raised  to  the  rank  of  species      Lmee  of 
or  genera ;   I  admire  his  great  sagacity  in      ^^'^ 
observing  the  influence  which  artificial  selection,  and 
likewise  what  he  calls  natural  selection,  can  exercise 
in  producing  variation  and  making  it  more  or  less  per- 
manent.    Even  if  he,  or  rather  some  of  his  followers, 
should  maintain  that  the  actual  genera  which  we  see 
in  nature,  from  the  days  before  or  immediately  after 
the  creation,  have  all  proceeded  from  one  primordial 
Moneres,  I  can  conceive  such  a  theory,  provided  that 
we  admit  a  power  of  differentiation  in  that  primordial 
germ  itself.     But  I  confess  I  admire  most  what  has 
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been  called  Darwin's  inconsistency,  but  what  seems 
to  me  more  than  anything  else  to  prove  his  scien- 
tific conscientiousness,  his  admitting,  not  one,  but 
a  number  of  progenitors  for  the  great  genera  of 
nature. 

Now  that  Darwin  is  no  longer  among  us,  it  becomes 
How  Darwin  all  the  more  incumbent  on  us  to  distinguish 

thrDar-™    caTcfully  between  what  he  really  taught, 

winian.  and  what  has  been  taught  under  his  name 
by  some  of  his  foUowera 

First  of  all,  then,  Darwin  remained  to  the  end  an 
upholder  of  the  principle  of  Polygeny,  as  opposed 
to  Monogony.  According  to  him  there  was  not  in  the 
beginning  one  primeval  cell  which  in  time  developed 
into  every  living  thing,  but  'four  or  five  pro- 
genitors for  the  animal,  and  an  equal  or  lesser 
number  for  the  vegetable  kingdom V  'Analogy,' 
he  continues,  *  would  lead  us  one  step  further,  namely, 
to  a  belief  that  all  animals  and  plants  are  descended 
from  some  one  prototype.  But  analogy  may  be  a 
deceitful  guide.'  *  Nevertheless,  all  living  things 
have  much  in  common,  in  their  chemical  composition, 
their  germinal  vesicles,  their  cellular  structure,  and 
their  laws  of  growth  and  reproduction.  We  see  this 
even  in  so  trifling  a  circumstance  as  that  the  same 
poison  often  similarly  affects  plants  and  animals, 
or  that  the  poison  secreted  by  the  gad-fly  produces 
monstrous  growths  on  the  wild  rose  and  the  oak- 
tree.     Therefore   I  should  infer  from  analogy  that 

^  Origin  of  Species,  first  edition,  p.  484.  Agassiz  maintained 
that  in  the  animal  kingdom  the  possibilities  of  economical  construc- 
tion are  exhausted  in  the  four  grand  divisions — the  Radiate,  the 
IfoluBcan,  the  Articulate,  and  the  Vertebrate.  See  Methods  of 
Study  in  Natural  History,  p.  36. 
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probably  all  the  organic  beings  which  have  ever 
lived  on  this  earth  have  descended  from  some  one 
primordial  form,  into  which  life  was  first  breathed/ 

This  is  all  very  carefully  worded,  yet  Darwin  was 
not  satisfied,  and  in  later  editions  he  has  considerably 
modified  this  very  paragraph.  The  later  omission 
(sixth  edition,  p.  423)  of  the  words  *into  which  life 
was  first  breathed'  has  been  much  remarked  upon, 
as  indicating  on  Darwin's  part  a  surrender  of  a  belief 
in  some  extra-natural  powers.  But  if  Darwin  had 
really  meant  to  surrender  that  belief,  he  would  never 
have  written  the  following  words  ^ :  '  I  see  no  good 
reason  why  the  views  given  in  this  volume  should 
shock  the  religious  feelings  of  any  one.  ...  A  cele- 
brated author  and  divine  has  written  to  me  that 
he  has  gradually  learnt  to  see  that  it  is  just  as 
noble  a  conception  of  the  Deity  to  believe  that  He 
created  a  few  original  forms  capable  of  self-develoj)- 
ment  into  other  and  needful  forms,  as  to  believe  that 
He  organised  a  fresh  act  of  creation  to  supply  the 
voids  caused  by  the  action  of  His  laws.' 

On  this  point  I  should  feel  inclined  to  go  much 
further  than  Darwin.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
question  is  not  whether  one  conception  of  the  Deity 
is  more  noble  than  another  (how  can  even  a  cele- 
brated author  and  divine  decide  that?),  but  simply 
whether  in  our  conception  of  creation  or  develop- 
ment we  are  forced  to  admit  any  extra-natural 
influence  or  not.  And  if  I  interpret  Darwin's  words 
rightly,  he  seems  to  me  one  of  those  who  admit,  nay, 
who  postulate  the  existence  of  some  such  extra- 
natural  cause,  however  much  he  may  shrink  from 


^  Origin  of  Species,  sixtb  edition,  p.  42 1. 
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asserting  anything  regarding  the  mode  of  operation. 
Darwin's  books  require  to  be  read  carefully,  and  from 
edition  to  edition.  Let  us  look  at  the  last  words  of 
his  great  work  on  the  '  Origin  of  Species/  which  no 
one  would  suppose  to  have  been  written  at  random. 
'There  is  a  grandeur,'  he  writes,  *in  this  view  of 
life  with  its  several  powers,  having  been  originally 
breathed  [by  the  Creator]  into  a  few  forms  or  into 
one;  and  that,  whilst  this  planet  has  gone  cycling 
on  according  to  the  fixed  law  of  gravity,  from  so 
simple  a  beginning  endless  forms  most  beautiful  and 
most  wonderful  have  been,  and  are  being  evolved/ 

In  this  passage  the  words  '  by  the  Creator '  were 
absent  in  the  first  edition,  and  were  added  in  the 
later  editions.  Surely  they  were  added  with  a  pur- 
pose. And  what  could  have  been  this  purpose  except 
to  define  his  position  as  one  of  those  who,  however 
far  their  researches  and  speculations  may  lead  them, 
feel  and  recognise  that  there  is  always  a  Beyond, 
whatever  name  we  call  it,  a  something  that,  even 
if  we  call  it  by  no  name,  is  yet  for  ever  present  and 
irresistible. 

Why  do  so  many  who  express  the  highest  admira- 
tion for  Darwin,  ignore  this  and  similar  passages  ? 
How,  for  instance,  can  Haeckel  call  himself  a  Dar- 
winian and  yet  maintain,  as  he  does,  that  in  the 
present  state  of  physiological  language,  the  idea  of 
a  Creator,  a  Maker,  a  Life-giver  has  become  entirely- 
unscientific  ;  that  the  admission  of  one  primordial 
form  is  suflicient,  and  that  the  first  primordial  form 
was  a  Moneres,  produced  by  self-geijeration  ? 

It  is  not  my  object  here  to  pronounce  any  opinion 
on  the  philosophical  value  of  these  different  views 
of  the  Universe.      I  am  not  frightened  by  Haeckel's 
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views,  for  the  same  views  have  been  defended  from 
the  very  beginning  of  philosophic  thought  by  argu- 
ments perhaps  more  powerful  than  any  adduced  by 
recent  philosophers.  I  am  quite  willing  to  admit 
that  the  idea  of  a  creator,  even  in  its  least  mytho- 
logical form,  causes  far  more  di£Sculties  than  it 
removes.  But  what  I  care  for  is  historical  accuracy, 
and  I  cannot  bear  the  misleading  statements  accord- 
ing to  which  two  systems  of  thought,  so  diametrically 
opposed  on  the  most  momentous  question  as  Darwin's 
and  Haeckel's,  are  allowed  to  pass  under  the  name 
of  Darwinism  \  If  Darwin,  later  in  life,  said,  *  I 
think  that  generally  (and  more  and  more  as  I  grow 
older),  but  not  always,  an  agnostic  would  be  the 
most  correct  description  of  my  state  of  mind,'  who, 
as  he  grows  older  and  older,  would  not  heartily  join  in 
these  words  ?  Surely  the  more  we  learn  what  know- 
ledge really  means,  the  more  we  feel  that  agnosticism, 
in  the  true  sense  of  the  word,  is  the  only  possible, 
the  only  reverent,  and  I  may  add,  the  only  Christian 
position,  which  the  human  mind  can  occupy  before 
the  Unknown  and  the  Unknowable. 

And  here  I  may  add  at  once  that  the  theory 
of  the  development  of  all  living  organic  Transitaon 
beings  from  inorganic  matter  is  likewise  from  inorganic 
Darwinian  rather  than  Darwin's.  No  ^^^'fif*^^- 
doubt  a  discovery  which  would  enable  us  to  un- 
derstand the  origin  of  life,  the  change  of  inor- 
ganic into  organic  matter,  would  form  the  strongest 
foundation  of  the  theory  of  development,  and 
no  one  would  have  welcomed  it  more  readily  than 
Darwin,  if  he  could  have  conceived  it  as  possible 

*  See,  however,  P.  F.  Underwood,  in  the  '  Index,'  Aug.  12,  1886. 
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in  the  present  state  of  our  knowledge.  But  while 
Darwin  abstained,  those  who  call  themselves  Dar- 
winian have  shown  what  they  themselves  seem  to 
consider  far  greater  scientific  courage.  When  Dr. 
Martineau  ventured  to  point  out  the  existence  of  a 
chasm  between  the  living  and  not-living  as  a  fatal 
difficulty  in  the  w«y  of  the  general  doctrine  of  evolu- 
tion, he  was  severely  taken  to  task  by  Mr.  Herbert 
Spencer.  Now  I  admit  that  the  word  '  fatal '  might 
have  been  omitted,  at  least  if  it  was  meant  to  convev 
the  meaning  of  irremovable.  Whether  that  difficulty 
is  irremovable  or  not,  none  of  us  knows.  But  Mr. 
Herbert  Spencer  would  not  be  satisfied  with  this. 
*  Here  again,'  he  exclaims,  *  our  ignorance  is  em- 
ployed to  play  the  part  of  knowledge.  The  fact  that 
we  do  not  know  distinctly  how  an  alleged  transition 
has  taken  place,  is  transformed  into  the  fact  that  no 
transition  has  taken  place.'  Can  this  be  called 
argument  ?  Why  allege  a  transition  ?  It  is  not  in 
alleging  such  a  transition  that  we  raise  our  ignorance 
to  the  rank  of  knowledge  1  And  if  we  do  not  know 
distinctly  how  even  such  a  merely  alleged  transition 
has  taken  place,  to  say  that  it  is  possible  means 
really  nothing,  unless  we  mean  by  possible  no  more 
than  what  is  vaguely  conceivable. 

But  what  follows  in  Mr.  H.  Spencer's  reply  to  Dr. 
Martineau  is  even  worse.  '  Merely  noting  this,'  he 
continues,  'I  go  on  to  remark  that  scientific  discovery 
is  day  by  day  narrowing  the  chasm  (between  the  non- 
living and  the  living).  Not  many  years  since  it  was 
held  as  certain  that  chemical  compounds  distinguished 
as  organic  could  not  be  formed  artificially.  Chemists 
have  discovered  the  art  of  buUding  them  up  from  the 
simpler  to  the  more  complex,  and  do  not  doubt  that 
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they  will  eventnallj  produce  the  more  complex. 
Moreover,  the  phenomena  attending  isomeric  change 
give  a  due  to  those  movements  which  are  the  only 
indications  we  have  of  life  in  its  lowest  forms.  In 
various  colloidal  substances,  including  the  albume- 
noid,  isomeric  change  is  accompanied  by  contraction 
or  expansion,  and  consequent  motion;  and  in  such 
primordial  types  as  the  Protogenes  of  Haeckel, 
which  do  not  differ  in  appearance  from  minute 
portions  of  albumen,  the  observed  motions  are  com- 
prehensible as  accompanying  isomeric  changes,  caused 
by  variations  in  surrounding  physical  actions.  The 
probability  of  this  interpretation  will  be  seen  on 
remembering  the  evidence  we  have,  that  in  the 
higher  organisms  the  functions  are  essentially  effected 
by  isomeric  changes  from  one  to  another  of  the 
multitudinous  forms  which  protein  assumes/ 

This  is  no  doubt  very  able  pleading  on  the  part 
of  an  advocate,  but  I  cannot  help  adding,  it  seems  to 
me  the  very  pleading  most  detrimental  to  the  dis- 
covery of  truth.  How  can  it  be  said  that  the  chasm 
between  inorganic  and  organic  bodies  is  narrowed 
because  certain  substances  have  lately  been  built  up 
in  the  laboratory  which  are  not  organic  substances 
themselves,  but  simply  secretions  of  organic  bodies  ? 
The  question  was  not,  whether  we  can  imitate  some  of 
the  productions  turned  out  of  the  laboratory  of  a 
living  body,  but  whether  we  can  build  up  such  a 
living  organic  body  out  of  dead  and  inorganic  matter. 
But  I  should  be  satisfied  with  much  less.  If  I  give 
Mr.  Spencer  carbonic  add  and  water,  will  he  make 
starch  out  of  themi  Again,  unless  Mr.  Spencer  is 
prepared  to  maintain  that  life  is  nothing  but  isomeric 
change,  the  mere  fact  that  there  is  an  apparent  simi- 
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larity  between  the  movements  of  the  lowest  of  living 
bodies  and  the  expansion  and  contraction  produced 
in  not-living  substances  by  isomeric  change,  carries 
very  little  weight  indeed.  Even  though  the  move- 
ments of  the  once  famous  Protogenes  Haeckelii 
were  in  appearance  the  same  as  those  produced 
in  chemical  substances  by  isomeric  change,  no  one 
knows  better  than  Mr.  Spencer  that  life  is  not 
merely  movement,  but  that  it  involves  assimilation, 
oxidation,  and  reproduction,  if  only  reproduction  by 
fission.  Every  chemist  wiU  tell  him  that  no  one  has 
yet  succeeded  in  producing  albumen,  much  less  a 
m  one  res,  and  till  that  is  done  Dr.  Martineau  has 
surely  as  much  right  to  protest  against  the  hypo- 
thetical admission  of  a  transition  from  no  life  into  life 
as  Mr.  Spencer  would  have  to  protest  against  the 
assertion  that  such  a  transition  is  altogether  incon- 
ceivable. Life  may  hereafter  be  discovered  to  be  the 
result  of  a  chemical  combination^  of  given  substances, 
a  peculiar  mode  of  force,  dependent  on  ascertainable 
conditions,  and  analogous  to  heat  and  electricity. 
Why  not?  But  for  the  present  it  seems  to  me  a 
violation  of  the  fundamental  laws  of  scientific  reason- 
ing to  use  such  an  hypothesis  as  a  real  explanation  of 
the  problem  of  life.  That  problem  is  as  dark  to  us 
as  it  was  to  Vasish^Aa,  Zoroaster,  or  Moses,  and  I  do 
not  see  that  Mr.  Spencer  has  thrown  any  new  light 
on  it.  Darwin  kept  clear  from  all  these  vain 
imaginings,  from  the  Urschleim,  from  self-genera- 
tion, from  the  one  primordial  cell  and  all  the  rest,  and 
expressed  his  conviction  that  in  the  present  state  of 
our  knowledge  we  cannot  bridge  over  certain  chasms 

*  Strauss,  Alter  und  Neuer  Glaube.  p.  171. 


THOUGHT  AND  LANGUAGE.  Ill 

which  divide  not  only  the  inorganic  from  the  organic 
world,  but  even  certain  great  divisions  in  the  organic 
world  from  each  other.  Darwin  himself  deals  no 
doubt  often  in  hjrpothesis,  but  never,  or  very  seldom, 
in  mere  surmises ;  and  nothing,  I  believe,  has  done  so 
much  harm  to  the  steady  progress  of  the  work  which 
Darwin  began  so  well  as  the  vague  guesses  by  which 
some  who  call  themselves  his  disciples  have  tried  to 
improve  their  master's  work. 

Let  XLS  remember  then  that  Darwin  admitted 
different  beginnings.  That  is  the  im-  Diflferent 
portant  point:  the  number  of  ancestors,  BegixmingB. 
whether  large  or  small,  is  a  matter  of  much  lesser 
importance.  These  different  beginnings  he  did  not 
attempt  to  explain,  nay  he  was  willing  to  adopt  a 
language  which  would  be  most  widely  intelligible, 
by  saying  that  *Ufe  was  breathed  into  these  few 
forms  by  the  Creator.'  What  he  meant  was  that 
the  question  of  the  origin  of  all  things,  and  of 
living  germs  in  particular,  transcends  the  powers 
of  human  reason.  Something  must  be  granted  us,  or 
be  taken  for  granted.  Darwin  requires  the  ancestors 
of  the  great  genera  of  organic  beings.  These  ances- 
tors, more  or  less  in  number,  being  granted,  every- 
thing else  becomes  intelligible.  Individuals,  in  order 
to  be  individuals,  must  vary,  and  that  variation  may 
lead  in  time  to  what  we  call  varieties,  what  the 
ancients  would  have  called  more  correctly  eiSij  or 
species.  But  whatever  name  we  call  these  bundles, 
they  are  bimdles  of  our  own  making.  The  origin  of 
species  is  in  the  mind  of  man. 

These  varieties,  however,  could  never  transcend 
the  broad  lines  of  the  genus  to  which  they  be- 
long.   They    may  approach    another    genus    very 
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closely,  they  may  sometimes  even  overlap  on  some 

GenusremainB  points  the  limits  of  their  own  genus,  as 

geniM.        [j^  ^jjg   ^g^QQ   Qf  plants    approaching  the 

type  of  animals.  But  these  are  rare  and  partial 
exceptions  which  do  not  affect  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciple. They  are  recognised  irregularities  which  do 
not  interfere  with  the  regularity  of  the  whole  plan  of 
nature.  It  is  rather  a  gratuitous  assumption  that  the 
barriers  which  separate  genera  and  sub-genera 
must  be  impassable,  in  the  sense  that  there  should  be 
no  attempts  made  in  nature  to  pass  them.  On  the 
contrary,  if  there  is  a  continuous  growth,  only  in- 
terrupted for  certain  purposes  from  time  to  time  or 
from  stage  to  stage,  we  should  be  prepared  for  more 
or  less  abortive  attempts  to  pass  these  barriers,  and 
ought  not  to  be  surprised  to  meet,  so  to  say,  with 
stragglers  on  either  side.  We  see  this  very  clearly  in 
hybridism.  While  the  old  rule  remains  that  different 
genera  are  sterile,  or  that  sterility  indicates  difference 
of  genus,  we  know  that  this  sterility  shows  itself  often 
in  the  second  or  third  generation  only.  We  know 
that  there  are  plants  which  approach  the  animal 
kingdom,  and  that  there  are  animals  in  several  re- 
spects even  superior  to  man.  But  all  this  does  not  do 
away  with  the  systematic  order  of  nature,  on  the 
contrary  it  seems  to  me  rather  to  confirm  it  ^  The 
waves  beating  against  the  shore  do  not  prove  that 
there  is  no  shore-line. 

Whatever  the  origin  of  genera,  or  of  the  generators 
of  genera  may  have  been — and  I  hold  this  point  to 
be  beyond  all  human  comprehension  and  am  willing 
to  bear  with  almost  any  religious  or  mythological 
phraseology — if  once  a  genus  has  been  rightly  recog- 

*  See  Whewell,  History  of  the  Inductive  Sciences,  iL  i  ao. 
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nised  as  such,  it  seems  to  me  self-contradictory  to 
admit  that  it  could  ever  give  rise  to  another  genus. 
Something  that  is  neither  plant  nor  animal  may 
possibly  be  conceived  to  develop  into  a  plant  or  into 
an  animal,  but  once  a  plant  and  it  will  only  produce 
plants,  once  an  animal  and  it  wQl  only  produce 
animals.  Nay,  I  go  a  step  further,  and  say.  Once  a 
sheep  always  a  sheep,  once  an  ape  always  an  ape, 
once  a  man  always  a  man.  I  can  conceive  that 
before  the  beginning  of  all  things,  there  was  a  being 
which  was  as  yet  neither  ape  nor  man,  and  such  a 
being  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  developed  into 
an  ape  and  into  a  man.  But  what  seems  to  me 
simply  irrational,  is  to  look  for  a  fossil  ape  as  the 
father  of  a  fossil  man,  and  here  I  think  I  diflfer,  not 
onlv  from  Darwinians,  but  from  Darwin  himself. 

The  following  passage  which  I  copied  from  an 
article  of  Huxley's,  though  I  cannot  now  find  the 
reference  to  it,  seems  to  me  in  full  agreement  with 
most  of  the  views  which  I  have  tried  to  maintain  for 
a  long  time.     If  I  am  wrong,  he  will  correct  me. 

*  The  exact  place  and  power  of  natural  selection 
remains  to  be  seen.  Few  can  doubt  that,  if  not  the 
whole  cause,  it  is  a  very  important  factor  in  that 
operation,  and  that  it  must  play  a  great  part  in  the 
sorting  out  of  varieties  into  those  which  are  tran- 
sitory and  those  which  are  permanent.  .  .  .  But  the 
causes  and  conditions  of  variation  have  yet  to  be 
thoroughly  explored,  and  the  importance  of  natural 
selection  will  not  be  impaired,  even  if  further  en- 
quiries should  prove  that  variability  is  definite,  and 
is  determined  in  certain  directions  rather  than  in 
others  by  conditions  inherent  in  that  which  varies. 
It  is  quite   conceivable    that   every   species   tends 
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to  produce  varieties  of  a  limited  number  and 
kind,  and  that  one  effect  of  natural  selection  is  to 
favour  the  development  of  some  of  them,  while  it 
opposes  the  development  of  others  along  their  pre- 
determined hne  of  modification/ 

I  have  stated  before  that  one  genus  may  ap- 
Mwi  and  proach  vBTj  near  to  another,  just  as  one 
semfffttel^  colour  in  the  rainbow  presses  close  on 
language,  another  colour,  one  tone  on  another 
tone,  being  kept  distinct  by  a  very  small  difference 
in  the  number  of  vibrations  only,  and  that  neverthe- 
less that  almost  vanishing  line  between  the  two  may- 
be impassable.  I  do  not  for  one  moment  venture  to 
deny  therefore  that  in  the  eyes  of  a  physiologist  a 
monkey  may  be  so  close  to  a  man  as  to  be  hardly  dis- 
tinguishable ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  this  necessitates 
or  warrants  the  admission  of  man  s  equivocal  descent 
from  an  ape.  Before  we  could  admit  this,  we  must 
have  complete  evidence  that  whatever  we  find  in  man 
exists  in  the  ape,  either  really  or  potentially.  That 
man  cannot  have  fertile  offspring  from  any  genus  but 
his  own,  ought  to  have  some  weight,  no  doubt ;  but 
what  in  my  opinion  is  of  far  greater  weight,  is  indeed 
decisive,  is  the  fact  that  man  possesses  something 
which  no  other  genus  possesses  whether  actually  or 
potentially — namely  language,  which,  as  I  tried  to- 
show,  is  only  another  name  for  reason.  Even  if  it 
could  be  proved  that  man  was  originally  a  mere 
animal,  it  is  clear  that,  though  he  began  where  the 
animal  begins,  he  did  not  end  where  the  animal  ends  ; 
and  after  all  it  is  the  reXog,  it  is  what  a  being  can 
become,  not  what  it  is  at  any  given  time,  that 
constitutes  its  real  character. 

And  why  should  we  create  for  ourselves  unneces- 
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saiy  difficulties  1  Whj  dioiild  we  look  upon  all 
variety  as  saooessiYe,  when  it  may  be  quite  as  well 
collateral  1  That  there  is  a  sacoessive  or  serial 
development  in  natore,  that  such  development  is 
occaaionallj  arrested,  that  intermediate  links  are 
lost,  that  animals  differing  now  as  much  as  the 
spaniel  and  the  grejhound  have  sprung  from  com- 
mon ancestors^  all  this  has  long  been  known.  I  have 
never  doubted  that  the  black,  the  brown,  the  yellow, 
and  the  white  man  were  descended  frt)m  common 
ancestors,  though  when  I  said  so  forty  years  ago  I 
was  seriously  taken  to  task  for  holding  what  was 
then  called  so  unscientific  an  opinion.  Now  all  is 
changed,  and  what  may  be  called  popular  scientific 
opinion  is  deddedly  in  favour  of  one  primitive  pair 
of  human  parents,  nay,  it  hankers  for  one  primordial 
ancestor  for  all  animals,  and  in  the  end  for  aU  organic 
beings.  I  do  not  see  what  we  gain  by  this.  If  we 
can  conceive  one  cell  developing  into  an  amoeba  and 
no  further,  we  can  conceive  another  cell  also,  never 
resting  at  the  stage  of  amoeba,  but  always  passing  on 
to  the  next  stage,  and  resting  there.  Another  cell 
may  never  rest  till  it  reaches  the  fourth  stage,  and  so 
on  till  we  come  to  cells  which  are  not  satisfied  till 
they  reach — to  use  the  language  of  modem  zoologists 
— the  stages  of  Prosimia,  half-ape,  Menoceron, 
tailed  ape.  Anthropoid  or  gorilla,  Pithecan- 
thropus or  ape-man,  and  lastly  of  Anthropos  or 
man.  Why  then  should  it  be  the  settled  or  ready- 
made  Pithecanthropus  who  became  the  &ther  of 
the  first  man,  though  everywhere  else  in  nature 
what  has  once  become  settled  remains  settled,  or  if  it 
varies,  it  varies  within  definite  limits  only  1  Nature 
surely  has  more  than  one  arrow  in  her  quiver,  and 

I  2 
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when  one  haa  reached  its  goal,  it  need  not  be  picked 
up  in  order  to  hit  a  higher  mark. 

However,  I  am  willing  to  go  even  a  step  further. 
Suppose  that  ^  the  missing  link '  had  actually  been 
found,  and  that  all  differences  of  form  which  divide 
man  from  ape  were  bridged  over,  would  that  help  us 
to  explain  the  origin  of  man  ?  We  should  indeed 
have  found  a  man-like  ape,  but  we  should  still  have  an 
ape,  incapable  of  language,  that  is,  we  should  not  have 
found  the  explanation  of  the  origin  of  man.  Only  if 
we  could  produce  a  speaking  ape,  should  we  have  ful- 
filled the  conditions  which  our  problem  necessarily 
involves,  and  that  has  never  been  done,  nay,  for  some 
reason  or  other,  has  never  been  attempted. 

I  am  willing  to  make  a  still  greater  concession.  It 
has  often  been  said  that  there  is  less  difference  be- 
tween the  adult  man  and  the  ape  than  between  the 
human  embryo  of  one  month  and  the  eighteen-months 
old  child ;  and  the  question  has  been  asked  why,  con- 
sidering that  the  mute  embryo  evolves  the  faculty  of 
thinking  and  speaking,  the  whole  race  should  not 
through  long  struggles  have  achieved  the  same  re- 
sult. The  question  does  not  seem  to  me  quite  rightly 
put.  All  depends  on  what  we  mean  by  difference.  No 
one  would  ask  why,  as  there  is  less  difference  between 
an  apricot  and  a  peach  than  between  a  peach-bud 
and  a  peach-fruit,  a  peach-bud  should  never  become 
an  apricot.  The  real  difl&culty  has  been  disguised  by 
using  difference  in  two  senses,  and  by  slipping  in 
afterwards  the  word  faculty.  The  mute  embryo 
evolves  the  faculty  of  thinking  and  speaking,  because 
it  is  there ;  the  ape  does  not,  because  it  is  not  there. 

Darwinians  seem  to  imagine  that  by  deriving  man 
from  a  full-grown  ape  they  show  more  courage  than 
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tho8e  who  object  to  this  theoiy.  Far  from  it  It 
requires  fiur  greater  intellectual  courage  to  derive 
man  firom  some  undeveloped  and  hardly  distinguish- 
able seed,  as  we  do  because  we  see  it  every  day,  than 
to  take  refuge  behind  an  ape,  who  no  doubt  in  ap- 
pearance has  gone  a  long  way  towards  reaching  the 
level  of  man,  yet  has  never  been  seen  to  reach  it. 
But  why  take  the  ape  for  granted,  and  why  not 
trace  both  ape  and  man  back  to  those  small  germs 
which  are  to  us  quite  indistinguishable,  and  which 
nevertheless,  before  our  eyes,  develop  every  day,  the 
one  into  an  ape,  the  other  into  a  man.  If  the  germ 
of  a  man  never  develops  into  an  ape,  nor  the  germ  of 
an  ape  into  a  man,  why  should  the  full-grown  ape 
have  developed  into  a  man  1  The  fact,  or  the  miracle, 
that  an  almost  invisible  seed  develops  into  a  man,  we 
must  believe,  because  we  see  it :  why  should  we  not 
be  satisfied  with  admitting  the  same  fact,  or  the  same 
miracle,  in  the  beginning  of  all  things  ?  If  one  seed 
can  grow  into  an  ape  and  another  into  a  man,  why 
should  the  seed  of  the  man  have  to  be  arrested  at  the 
station  of  the  ape,  before  it  can  reach  its  final  goal  ? 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  it  might  not  be  so,  but  as 
we  never  see  it,  what  difficulties  do  we  escape  by 
imagining  it  ?  I  do  not  use  this  as  an  argument,  I 
only  wish  to  repel  the  charge  of  intellectual  cowardice, 
so  often  brought  against  those  who  decline  to  follow 
Darwin  in  his  one-sided  interpretation  of  evolution. 

It  Lb  impossible  to  put  the  case  in  too  strong,  in 
too  extreme  a  form,  if  we  want  to  find  out  its  real 
meaning. 

Suppose  that  every  man  during  the  early  years  of 
his  life  was  really  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a 
monkey, — perhaps  he  is, — ^yet  the  fact  that  after  that 
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time  some  of  these  monkeys  developed  language  or 
reafion,  while  others  remained  without  language  and 
reason  through  life,  would  in  my  opinion  stamp  the 
former  as  an  independent  genus.  I  cannot,  I  be- 
lieve, make  greater  concessions,  and  yet  at  the 
same  time  establish  my  own  position  on  firmer 
ground.  Language  may  seem  a  very  small  matter 
on  which  to  establish  a  generic  difference  between 
man  and  animal,  and  yet  those  who  know  what  lan- 
guage really  is  and  what  it  implies  will  understand 
how  broad  and  how  deep  a  line  of  demarcation  it 
draws  between  those  who  speak  and  those  who  do 
not  ^.  Darwin  says  that  man  was  originally  as  low 
as  many  a  domesticated  animal,  it  may  be  lower,  and 
though  he  has  now  become  what  he  is,  he  must  be 
classed  as  an  animal.  By  all  means.  Man  is  an 
animal  in  most  senses  of  the  word,  but  not  in  all. 
Man  may  have  been  mute  for  ages,  if  you  like.  We 
have  no  interest  in  abridging  the  processes  through 
which  he  passed  before  he  spoke,  before  he  became 
what  he  is  now.  But  considering  the  facts  as  they 
stare  us  in  the  face,  would  it  not  be  more  reasonable 
to  say  that  man  was  originally  as  low  as  many  a 
domesticated  animal,  it  may  be  lower,  but  as  he  was 
capable  of  becoming  what  he  is,  he  cannot  be  classed 
as  an  animal  with  all  other  animals  \ 

And  here  is  the  really  important  point  where  I 
Thenn-  caunot  help  finding  fault,  again  not  so 
historical     much  with  Darwin,  as  with  some  of  his 

chftnoter  o*  ■•• 

Evoiutionigt    followcrs.     Darwiu  himself  was  not  a  stu- 
Phiiorophy.    jg^t  of  philosophy,  in   the   usual  sense 

'  T.  H.  Qreen,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  2 1 2.  From  the  apparent  absence 
of  language  among  animals  we  infer  that  they  have  no  need  of  it, 
because  they  do  not  convert  mere  feeling  into  a  felt  thing. 
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of  the  word,  nor  did  he  concern  himself  much 
about  the  question  how  the  theory  of  evolution,  if 
once  firmly  established,  might  affect  the  problems 
which  had  been  discussed  by  Plato  and  Aristotle,  by 
Berkeley,  Hume,  and  Kant.  But  those  who  have 
used  Darwin  s  theory  in  support  of  their  own  philo- 
sophical views,  and  who  have  argued,  not  without 
some  show  of  reason,  that  as  man  is  the  descendant 
of  an  animal,  all  that  we  call  the  human  mind  must 
be  the  outcome  of  the  association  of  sensuous  im- 
pressions, they  at  least  ought  to  have  remembered 
that  in  the  history  of  philosophy  this  question  has 
been  argued  once  or  twice  before,  and  that  the  rulings 
of  such  judges  as  Locke  and  Hume,  Berkeley  and 
Kant,  to  mention  the  most  recent  only,  may  indeed 
be  amended,  but  cannot  be  ignored. 

Our  own  special  inquiries  too  would  lose  all  pur- 
pose, for  we  should  start  from  wrong  premisses.  We 
thought  we  had  established  the  fact  that  language 
and  thought  are  two  sides  of  the  same  thing,  are  in- 
separable, and  in  one  sense  identical.  We  therefore 
felt  justified  in  trying  to  study  the  development  of 
thought  in  the  development  of  language,  and  we 
naturally  looked  upon  the  beginning  of  rational 
thought  as  contemporaneous  with  the  beginning  of 
language,  i.  e.  with  roots.  But  we  are  now  told  that 
language  has  nothing  to  do  with  thought,  because 
animals,  though  mute,  perform  all  the  mental  opera- 
tions which  we  perform ;  and  we  are  told  further 
that  penser  c'est  sentir,  or,  in  stronger  language, 
that  thought  is  nothing  but  the  decay  of  sensuous 
perception.  It  may  be  so,  but  if  it  is,  it  is  not 
enough  to  state  that  it  is  so,  but  it  is  incumbent  on 
those  who  hold  this  opinion  to  answer  those  who 
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have  proved  that  it  is  not  so.     The  historical  pro- 
gress of  philosophy  may  be  arrested,  the  stream  of 
thought  running  on  from  Descartes  to  Kant  may  be 
turned  back,  but  to  ignore  it  is  impossible,  even  for 
so  great  a  man  as  Darwin  undoubtedly  was. 

If  Darwin  were  right,  if  man  were  really  either 
the  lineal  or  lateral  descendant  of  some  lower  animal, 
the  question  discussed  between  Locke  and  Hume  on 
one  side  and  Berkeley  and  Kant  on  the  other  would 
indeed  seem  to  be  decided  once  for  all.  It  is  agreed 
that  animals  receive  their  knowledge  through  the 
senses  only,  and  if  man  was  developed  from  a  lower 
animal,  Kant  and  all  who  follow  him  would  simply  be 
out  of  court. 

But  have  the  followers  of  Darwin  no  misgivings 
that  possibly  Kant's  conclusions  may  be  so  strong  as 
to  resist  even  the  hypothesis  of  evolution,  and  that 
at  all  events  they  might  be  met  by  the  retort  that, 
if  Kant's  analysis  of  human  mind  is  right,  Darwin 
and  those  who  follow  him  would  simply  be  out  of 
court  ?  If  no  attempt  had  ever  been  made  at  answer- 
ing the  arguments  of  the  sensualistic  school,  there 
would  be  no  harm  in  speaking  once  more  of  the  mind 
of  man  as  well  as  of  the  mind  of  animals  as  a  tabula 
rasa,  on  which  impressions  are  made  which  after- 
wards  fade  away,  and  thus  develop  spontaneously 
into  concepts  and  general  ideas.  But  when  one 
remembers  the  splendid  feats  of  arms  in  the  truly 
historical  battles  of  the  world,  that  is,  in  the  battles 
for  truth,  then  to  be  simply  told  that  all  this  is 
pass^,  that  we  now  possess  evidence  which  neither 
Descartes,  nor  Spinoza,  nor  Locke,  nor  Berkeley, 
nor  Hume,  nor  Kant  possessed,  and  which  renders 
all  their  lucubrations  superfluous  ;  that  man  being 
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tbe  descendant  of  some  lower  animal,  the  develop- 
ment of  the  human  mind  out  of  the  mind  of  lower 
animals  is  a  mere  question  of  time,  there  seems  to  be 
some  excuse  for  a  little  impatience. 

It  is  not  for  one  moment  maintained  that,  because 
Kant  has  proved  that  sensuous  impressions  do  not 
suffice  to  explain  all  the  workings  of  the  human  mind, 
the  question  of  the  possibility  of  a  development  of 
all  human  thought  out  of  mere  impressions  is  never 
to  be  mooted  again.  Far  from  it.  Only,  if  it  is  to 
be  mooted  again,  it  should  be  done  with  a  full  ap- 
preciation of  the  labours  of  those  who  have  come 
before  us,  it  should  be  done  in  an  historical  spirit, 
otherwise  philosophy  will  become  a  mere  debating 
club,  and  lose  all  historical  continuity  which  it  has 
hitherto  preserved  from  Thales  to  Kant. 

Of  course,  we  were  told  that  it  is  not  to  be  the 
old  battle  over  again,  between  arguments  E^ouies  for 
on  the  one  side  and  arguments  on  the  ignoring 
other,  but  that  the  fight  is  now  to  be 
carried  on  with  modern  and  irresistible  weapon?. 
The  new  philosophy  priding  itself,  as,  I  believe,  all 
philosophies  have  done,  on  its  positive  character, 
professes  to  despise  the  endless  argumentations  of 
the  schools,  and  to  appeal  for  evidence  to  matter  of 
fact  only.  Our  mind,  whether  consisting  of  material 
impressions  or  intellectual  concepts,  is  now  to  be 
submitted  to  the  dissecting  knife  and  the  microscope. 
We  are  shown  the  nervous  tubes,  afferent  and 
efferent,  through  which  the  shocks  from  without 
pass  on  to  the  sensitive  and  motive  cells ;  the  com- 
missural tubes  holding  these  cells  together  are  laid 
bare  before  us,  the  exact  place  in  the  brain  is  pointed 
out  where  the  messages  from  without  are  delivered. 
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and  it  seemed  as  if  nothing  were  wanting  bnt  a 
more  powerful  lens  to  enable  us  to  see  with  our  own 
eyes  how,  in  the  workshop  of  the  brain,  as  in  a 
photographic  apparatus,  the  pictures  of  the  senses 
and  the  ideas  of  the  intellect  were  being  turned  out 
in  endless  variety. 

And  this  was  not  all.  The  old  stories  about  the 
reasoning  of  animals,  so  powerfully  handled  in  the 
school  of  Hume,  were  brought  out  again.  Innu- 
merable anecdotes  that  had  been  told  from  the  time 
of  AeHan  to  the  davs  of  Reimarus  were  told  onoe 
more,  in  order  to  show  that  the  intellect  of  animals 
did  not  only  match,  but  that  in  many  cases  it 
transcended  the  powers  of  the  human  intellect.  As 
a  fair  specimen  of  what  was  written  in  Germany, 
a  hundred  years  after  Kant,  I  quote  a  passage  from 
Professor  Wundt's  Lectures  on  the  Soul  of  Men 
and  Animals.  *A11  intellectual  differences,'  he  says, 
*  are  differences  of  degree  only,  not  of  kind  \'  Here 
one  would  be  very  glad  to  have  first  of  all  an  ex- 
planation of  what,  according  to  evolutionist  philoso- 
phers, is  the  difference  between  a  difference  of  degree 
and  a  difference  of  kind.  However,  the  lecturer 
goes  on.  *  If  a  butterfly,'  he  says,  *  recognises  a 
flower  that  is  likely  to  yield  honey,  by  its  colour  and 
smell,  this  is  as  much  judgment  based  on  syllogisms 
as  if  a  scientific  explorer  discovers  a  general  law  from 
a  series  of  facts  given  by  experience.  The  only 
difference  is  that  the  syllogisms  are  here  more  accu- 
mulated and  complicated,  and  therefore  the  results 
more  comprehensive  and  perfect.'  One  might  in- 
deed  have  imagined  oneself  living  again  in  the  days 

^  Voriesungen  fiber  Menschen-  und  Thierseele,  1864,  vol.  i.  p. 
458. 


THOUGHT  AND  LANGUAGE.  123 

of  La  Mettrie^  who,  after  publishing  his  work, 
L'homme  Machine  (1748),  followed  it  up  by  an- 
other work,  Les   Animaux  plus  que   machine 

(1750)- 

I  confess  I   see  few  facts  brought  forward  by 

evolutionist  philosophers  which  were  unknown  to 
Kant  and  which  he  did  not  discuss  in  answering  the 
arguments  of  Locke  and  Hume*  It  is  this  strong 
position  which  Kant  took  against  Locke  and  Hume 
which  ought  to  have  been  examined  and,  if  possible, 
destroyed  by  Darwin  and  his  school,  before  they 
proclaimed  their  belief  in  the  descent  of  man  from 
an  ape,  of  human  reason  from  the  tricks  of  an 
ape,  and  of  human  language  from  the  cries  of  an 
ape.  There  are  those  who  speak  of  Kant's  philo- 
sophy as  cloudy  German  metaphysics,  but  I  doubt 
whether  philosophers  who  use  such  language  have 
anv  idea  of  the  real  character  and  of  the  motive 
power  of  his  philosophy.  No  one  has  dealt  such 
heavy  blows  to  what  is  meant  by  cloudy  German 
metaphysics.  No  one  has  diawn  so  sharp  a  line 
between  the  knowable  and  the  unknowable  ;  no  one, 
I  believe,  deserves  at  the  present  critical  moment  such 
carefril  study  as  Kant.  I  was  glad  indeed  when  I  was 
told  that  my  translation  of  Kant  s  Critique  of  Pure 
Beason  was  the  best  service  I  had  ever  rendered  to 
England,  but  even  now  the  number  of  real  students 
of  Kant's  philosophy  seems  very  small  indeed.  When 
I  watch  the  philosophical  controversies  in  England 
and  Germany,  I  feel  very  strongly  how  much  might 
be  gained  on  both  sides  by  a  more  frequent  exchange 
of  thought.  Philosophy  was  far  more  international 
in  the  days  of  Leibniz  and  Newton,  and  again  in  the 

'  (Euvres  Philosophiques,  Berlin,  1751-96. 
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days  of  Hume  and  Kant,  than  it  is  now,  when  each 
country  seems  to  go  its  own  way.  It  is  really  pain- 
ful to  read  the  sweeping  condemnation  of  so-called 
German  metaphysics,  and  still  more  to  see  a  man 
like  Kant  lectured  like  a  schoolboy,  and  most  fre- 
quently not  from  any  difference  on  philosophical 
principles,  but  from  sheer  ignorance.  One  may  differ 
from  Kant,  as  one  differs  from  Plato  or  Aristotle, 
from  Berkeley  and  Hume,  but  those  who  know  Kant's 
writings,  and  the  position  which  he  holds  in  the 
historical  development  of  philosophic  thought,  are 
not  likely  to  speak  of  him  without  respect. 

The  blame,  however,  does  by  no  means  attach  to 
the  English  side  only.  There  are  many  philosophers 
in  German  Universities  who  think  that,  since  the 
days  of  Berkeley  and  Hume,  England  has  ceased  to 
be  a  great  philosophic  power,  and  who  imagine  they 
may  safely  ignore  the  work  that  has  been  achieved 
by  the  living  representatives  of  British  philosophy. 
I  confess  I  almost  shuddered  when,  in  a  work  by  an 
eminent  German  professor  of  Strassburg,  I  saw  John 
Stuart  Mill  put  down  as  an  anti-diluvian  philo- 
sopher, anti-diluvian,  I  suppose,  in  the  sense  of  anti- 
Kantian.  But  this  is  not  the  language  which  any 
one  would  use  who  has  really  read  Mill's  works,  and 
I  am  afraid  that  this  philosophic  Chauvinism  is 
really  beginning  to  be  mischievous.  If  nationality 
must  still  narrow  our  sympathies  in  other  spheres 
of  thought,  surely  philosophy  ought  to  stand  on  a 
loftier  pinnacle. 

The  point  we  have  now  reached  in  our  argument 
is  this  :  We  found  that  the  constituent  elements  of 
thought  were  sensations,  percepts,  concepts,  and  names,, 
and  that  these  four, though  distinguishable,  were  never 
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reallj  separate  from  each  other.  We  found,  secondly, 
that  the  mere  impressions  of  the  senses  would  leave 
us  simply  in  a  confusion  of  sensation,  and  that  the 
first  real  percept  presupposed  on  our  side  receptive 
conditions,  namely  the  forms  of  intuition,  commonly 
called  space  and  time,  and  the  forms  of  our  intellect, 
commonly  called  the  categories.  So  far  we  followed 
Kant.  Here,  however,  Kant  left  us,  and  it  became 
our  object  to  show  what  Kant  had  never  shown, 
namely  that,  not  only  were  percepts  impossible 
without  a  conceptual  interpretation,  but  that  con- 
cepts likewise  were  impossible  without  names. 

Here  was  the  position  where  we  made  bold  to 
withstand  the  onset  of  the  advocates  of  promiscuous 
evolution.  We  had,  first  of  all,  to  make  it  clear  to 
ourselves  what  was  really  meant  by  genus,  species, 
and  individuals,  and  we  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  individualisation  was  the  true  cause  of  variation, 
and,  within  proper  limits,  of  evolution.  We  then 
returned  to  our  former  position.  We  had  to  admit 
that  as  we  know  nothing,  except  by  analogy,  of  the 
mind  of  animals,  we  could  not  with  the  weapons  that 
Kant  has  placed  in  our  hands,  make  head  against 
the  assertion  that  they  might  possess,  for  all  we 
know,  the  same  forms  of  sensuous  intuition  and  the 
same  categories  of  the  understanding  which  we 
possess.  Nothing  therefore  could  have  been  said, 
from  the  purely  philosophical  point  of  view,  against 
treating  man  as  a  mere  variety  of  some  other  genus 
of  animals.  But  if  concepts  are  impossible  without 
names,  our  position  becomes  very  different.  We 
have  then  a  right  to  say  that  the  whole  genus  man 
possesses  something,  namely  language,  of  which  no 
trace  can  be  found  even  in  the  most  highly  developed 
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animal,  and  that  therefore  a  genealogical  descent  oF 
man  from  animal  is  an  impossible  assumption*  In 
order,  however,  to  make  it  quite  safe  for  us  to 
advance  so  far  beyond  Kant,  it  will  be  necessaiy  to 
define,  as  shortly  as  possible,  the  position  which  he 
took  and  maintained  in  the  philosophical  war&re  of 
the  last  century.  This  will  be  the  object  of  our  next 
chapter.  After  we  have  clearly  seen  why  percepts, 
as  Kant  has  shown,  are  impossible  without  concepts, 
we  shall  be  better  able  to  understand  why  concepts, 
and  in  fact  all  conceptual  thought,  is  impossible 
without  names,  and  why  the  first  word  may  be 
called  the  first  step  in  the  intellectual  evolution  of 
the  human  race. 


CHAPTEB  ra. 


ON   KANT  8  PHILOSOPHY. 


The  circumstances  under  which  Eant  wrote  his 
Critique  of  Pure  Beason  show  that  c^^^of 
his  enormous  success  was  due,  not  only  Kanfs 
to  his  own  qualifications,  great  as  they  ■""*"• 
were,  but  to  the  fact  that  the  tide  of  materialism 
was  on  the  turn,  that  a  reaction  was  slowly  setting 
in  in  the  minds  of  independent  thinkers,  and  that 
he  was  but  lending  the  most  powerful  expres- 
sion to  the  silent  convictions  of  the  world's  growing 
mmority.  Unless  we  keep  this  in  view,  the  success 
of  E^ant's  philosophy  would  be  almost  inexplicable. 
He  was  a  professor  in  a  small  university  town  of 
Eastern  Prussia,  he  had  never  been  out  of  his  native 
province,  never  but  once  out  of  his  native  town, 
Eonigsberg.  He  began  to  lecture  at  Konigsberg  as 
a  Privat-docent,  in  1756,  just  a  year  before  the 
beginning  of  the  Seven  Years'  War,  where  other 
questions  rather,  and  not  the  possibility  of  synthetic 
judgments  h  priori,  would  seem  to  have  interested 
the  public  mind  of  Germany.  Eant  worked  on  for 
sixteen  years  as  an  unpaid  university  lecturer.  In 
1766  he  took  a  librarianship  which  yielded  him 
about  £10  a  year,  and  it  was  not  till  he  was  forty-six 
years  of  age  (1770)  that  he  succeeded  in  obtaining 
a  professorship  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics  with  a 
salary  of  about  £60  a  year.   He  lectured  indefatigably 
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animal,  and  that  therefore  a  genealogical  descent  oF 
man  from  animal  is  an  impossible  assumption.  In 
order,  however,  to  make  it  quite  safe  for  us  to 
advaixce  so  far  beyond  Kant,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
define,  as  shortly  as  possible,  the  position  which  he 
took  and  maintained  in  the  philosophical  war&re  of 
the  last  century.  This  will  be  the  object  of  our  next 
chapter.  After  we  have  clearly  seen  why  percepts, 
as  Kant  has  shown,  are  impossible  without  concepts, 
we  shall  be  better  able  to  understand  why  concepts, 
and  in  fact  all  conceptual  thought,  is  impossible 
without  names,  and  why  the  first  word  may  be 
called  the  first  step  in  the  intellectual  evolution  of 
the  human  race. 


CHAPTEB  III. 


ON  KANTS   PHILOSOPHY. 


The  circumstances  under  which  Eant  wrote  hi& 
Critique  of  Pure  Beason  show  that  c^uaesof 
his  enormous  success  was  due,  not  only  Kant's 
to  his  own  qualifications,  great  as  they  suoocm. 
were,  but  to  the  fact  that  the  tide  of  materialism 
was  on  the  turn,  that  a  reaction  was  slowly  setting 
in  in  the  minds  of  independent  thinkers,  and  that 
he  was  but  lending  the  most  powerful  expres- 
sion to  the  silent  convictions  of  the  world's  growing 
minority.  Unless  we  keep  this  in  view,  the  success 
of  Kant  8  philosophy  would  be  almost  inexplicable. 
He  was  a  professor  in  a  small  university  town  of 
Eastern  Prussia,  he  had  never  been  out  of  his  native 
province,  never  but  once  out  of  his  native  town, 
Konigsberg.  He  began  to  lecture  at  Konigsberg  as 
a  Privat-docent,  in  1756,  just  a  year  before  the 
beginning  of  the  Seven  Years'  War,  where  other 
questions  rather,  and  not  the  possibility  of  synthetic 
judgments  h.  priori,  would  seem  to  have  interested 
the  public  mind  of  Germany.  Kant  worked  on  for 
sixteen  years  as  an  unpaid  university  lecturer.  In 
1766  he  took  a  librarianship  which  yielded  him 
about  £10  a  year,  and  it  was  not  till  he  was  forty-six 
years  of  age  (1770)  that  he  succeeded  in  obtaining 
a  professorship  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics  with  a 
salary  of  about  £60  a  year.   He  lectured  indefatigably 
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on  a   great  variety   of  subjects — on    Mathematics, 
Physics,   Logic,  Metaphysics,  Natural  Law,  Morals, 
Natural  Keligion,  Physical  Geography,  and  Anthro- 
pology.    He  enjoyed  no  doubt  a  high  reputation  in 
his  own  university,  but  not  much  more  than  many 
other  professors    in   the    numerous   universities  of 
Germany.     His   fame   had   certainly  never   spread 
beyond  the  academic  order  of  his  own  country,  when 
in  the  year  1781,  at  the  age  of  fifty-seven,  he  pub- 
lished at  Kiga  his  Critik  der  reinen  Vernunft, 
a  work  which  in  the  onward  stream  of  philosophic 
thought  has  stood,  and  will  stand  for  ever,  like  the 
rocks  of  Niagara.     There  is  nothing  attractive   in 
that  book,  nothing  startling,  far  from  it.     It  is  badly 
written,  in   a  heavy   style,  full   of  repetitions,   all 
grey  in  grey,  with  hardly  a  single  ray  of  light  and 
sunshine  from  beginning  to  end.     And  yet  that  book 
soon  became  known  all  over  Europe,  at  a  time  when 
literary    intelligence    travelled    much   more   slowly 
than   at  present.     Lectures  were  given   in  London 
on   Kants  new  system.     Even  at  Paris  the  Philo- 
sopher of  Konigsberg  became  an  authority,  and  for 
the  first  time  in  the  history  of  human  thought,  the 
philosophical  phraseology  of  the  age  became  German. 
Kant  had  spoken  the  word  which  the  world  was 
waiting   for,   and   hence   his    sudden   success.      No 
philosopher  has  ever  told,  has  ever  taken  and  held 
his  place  in  the  history  of  philosophy  whose  specula- 
tions, however  abstruse  in  appearance,  however  far 
removed  at  first  sight  from  the  interests  of  ordinary 
mortals,  have  not  answered  some  deep  yearning  in 
the  hearts  of  his  fellow-men.     What  makes  a  philo- 
sopher great,  or  what  makes  him  at  all  events  really 
powerful,  is  what  soldiers  call  his  touch  with  the 
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main  body  of  the  great  army  advancing  from  truth 
to  truth,  his  perfect  understanding  of  the  human 
solicitudes  of  his  age,  his  true  sympathy  with  the 
historical  progress  of  human  thought.  At  the  time 
of  Kant's  great  triumph  the  conclusions  of  Locke  had 
remained  unanswered  for  a  long  time,  and  seemed 
almost  unanswerable.  Berkeley's  answer,  though  no 
one  was  able  to  refute  it,  seemed  to  convince  no  one. 
The  world  at  large  longed  for  a  more  intelligible 
reply.  The  problems  which  then  disquieted  not  only 
philosophers,  but  all  to  whom  truth  was  a  matter  of 
real  concern,  were  not  indeed  new  problems.  They 
were  the  old  problems  of  the  world,  the  questions  of 
the  possibility  of  absolute  certainty  in  the  evidence 
of  the  senses,  of  reason,  or  of  faith ;  the  questions  of 
the  beginning  and  end  of  our  existence,  the  question 
whether  the  Infinite  is  a  shadow  of  a  dream,  or 
whether  it  is  the  substance  of  all  we  know.  The 
same  problems  had  exercised  the  sages  of  India,  the 
thinkers  of  Greece,  the  students  of  Eome,  the  dreamers 
of  Alexandria,  the  divines  and  scholars  of  the  Middle 
Ages,  the  Eealists  and  Nominalists,  and  again  the 
followers  of  Locke  and  Hume,  in  their  conflict  with 
the  followers  of  Descartes  and  Leibniz.  But  these 
old  problems  had  in  Kant's  time,  as  in  our  own, 
assumed  a  new  form  and  influence.  If,  in  spite  of 
its  ever-varying  aspects,  we  may  characterise  the 
world-wide  struggle  by  one  word,  as  a  struggle  for 
the  primacy  between  matter  and  mind,  we  can  clearly 
see  that  in  the  middle  of  the  last,  as  again  in  the 
middle  of  our  own  century,  the  materialistic  view 
had  gained  the  upper  hand  over  the  idealistic. 
Descartes,  Malebranche,  Leibniz,  and  Wolf  might 
influence  the  opinions  of  hard-working  students  and 
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independent  thinkers,  but  their  language  was  hardly 
understood  by  the  busy  world  outside  the  lecture- 
rooms  ;  while  the  writings  of  Locke,  and  still  more 
those  of  Hume  and  his  French  followers,  penetrated 
alike  into  boudoirs  and  club-rooms.  Never,  perhaps,, 
in  the  whole  history  of  philosophy  did  the  pendulum 
of  philosophic  thought  swing  so  violently  as  in  the 
middle  of  the  eighteenth  century,  from  one  extreme 
to  the  other,  from  Locke  to  Berkeley ;  never  did 
pure  spiritualism  and  pure  materialism  find  such 
outspoken  and  uncompromising  advocates  as  in  the 
Bishop  of  Cloyne — who  considered  it  the  height  of 
absurdity  to  imagine  any  object  as  existing  without, 
or  independent  of,  that  which  alone  will  produce  an 
object,  viz.  the  subject^ — and  the  Librarian  of  the 
Advocates'  Libraiy  at  Edinburgh,  who  looked  upon 
the  conception  of  a  subjective  mind  as  a  mere  illusion, 
founded  on  nothing  but  on  that  succession  of  sensa- 
tions to  which  we  wrongly  assign  a  sentient  cause. 
But  it  is  easy  to  see  in  the  literature  of  the  age,  that 
of  these  two  solutions  of  the  riddle  of  mind  and 
matter,  that  which  explained  the  mind  as  the  mere 
outcome  of  matter,  as  the  result  of  the  impressions 
made  on  the  senses,  was  far  more  in  harmony  with 
the  general  taste  of  the  age  than  that  which  looked 
upon  matter  as  the  mere  outcome  of  the  mind.  The 
former  was  regarded  by  the  world  as  clever,  the  latter 
almost  as  silly. 

That  all-powerful,  though  most  treacherous  ally  of 
philosophy.  Common  Sense,  was  stoutly  opposed  to 
Berkeley's  idealism,  and  that  typical  representative 
of  Common  Sense,  Dr.  Samuel  Johnson,  maintained 

*  Berkeley's  Works,  ed.  Fraser,  vol.  iv.  p.  376. 
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that  he  had  only  to  strike  his  foot  with  characteristic 
force  against  a  stone  in  order  to  convince  the  world 
that  he  had  thoroughly  refuted  Berkeley  and  all 
idealists  \  Voltaire,  a  less  sincere  believer  in  Com- 
mon Sense,  joked  about  ten  thousand  cannon  balls 
and  ten  thousand  dead  men  being  only  ten  thousand 
ideas ;  while  Dean  Swift  is  accused  of  having  com* 
mitted  the  sorry  joke  of  keeping  Bishop  Berkeley, 
on  a  rainy  day,  waiting  before  his  door,  giving  orders 
not  to  open  it,  because,  he  said,  if  his  philosophy  is 
true,  he  can  as  easily  enter  with  the  door  shut  as 
with  the  door  open.  Though  at  present  philosophers 
are  inclined  to  do  more  justice  to  Berkeley,  yet  they 
seldom  speak  of  him  without  a  suppressed  smile, 
totally  forgetting  that  the  majority  of  real  thinkers, 
nay,  I  should  almost  venture  to  say,  the  majority  of 
mankind  agree  with  Berkeley  in  looking  upon  the 
phenomenal  or  so-called  real  world  as  a  mere  mirage, 
as  mere  M4y  4,  or  illusion  of  the  thinking  Self.  Mill 
forms  an  honourable  exception.  '  This  short  and  easy 
confutation,'  he  writes ^  'namely  knocking  a  stick 
against  the  ground,  overlooks  the  fact  that,  in 
denying  matter,  Berkeley  did  not  deny  anything  to 
which  our  senses  bear  witness.  .  .  .  His  scepticism 
related  to  the  supposed  substratum  .  .  .  the  evi- 
dence of  which  is  certainly  not  the  evidence  of  the 


In  the  last  century  the  current  of  public  opinion — 
and  we  know  how  powerful,  how  overwhelming  that 
current  can  be  at  times — ^had  been  decidedly  in  &vour 
of  materialism,  when  Kant  stood  forth  to  stem  and  to 
turn  the  tide.     He  came  so  exactly  in  the  nick  of 

*  Berkel^'s  Works,  vcL  ir.  p.  368.  *  Logic,  ▼.  7.  3. 
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time  that  one  almost  doubts  whether  the  tide  was 
turning,  or  whether  he  turned  the  tide.  But  what 
secures  to  Kant  his  position  in  the  history  of  philo- 
sophy is  that  he  brought  the  battle  back  to  that 
point  where  alone  it  could  be  decided,  that  he  took 
up  the  thread  in  the  philosophical  woof  of  mankind 
at  the  very  point  where  it  threatened  to  ravel  and  to 
break.  He  wrote  the  whole  of  his  Critique  of 
Pure  Reason  with  constant  reference  to  Berkeley 
and  Hume ;  and  what  I  think  cannot  be  too  severely 
blamed  in  modem  philosophers  is  that,  if  they  wish 
to  go  back  to  the  position  maintained  by  Hume  or 
Locke,  they  should  attempt  to  do  it  without  taking 
into  account  the  work  achieved  by  Kant.  To  do 
this  is  to  commit  a  philosophical  anachronism,  it  is 
tantamount  to  removing  the  questions  which  now 
occupy  us,  from  that  historical  stage  on  which  alone 
they  can  be  authoritatively  decided  to  a  mere  de- 
bating club. 

It  has  sometimes  been  supposed  that  the  rapid 

Was  Kant's  ^^^^^^  ^^  Kaut's  philosophy  was  due  to 
phUoBophya  its  being  a  philosophy  of  compromise, 
compromise     j^^j^j^^j.    idealistic,    likc     Bcrkele/s,    nor 

materialistic,  like  Hume's.  I  look  upon  Kant's 
philosophy,  not  as  a  compromise,  but  as  a  recon- 
ciliation of  spiritualism  and  materialism,  or  rather  of 
idealism  and  realism.  But  whatever  view  we  may 
take  of  Kant,  it  is  quite  clear  that,  at  the  time  when 
he  wrote,  neither  Berkeley's  nor  Hume's  followers 
would  have  accepted  his  terms.  It  is  true  that  Kant 
differed  from  the  idealists  in  admitting  that  the  raw 
material  of  our  sensations  and  thoughts  is  given  to 
us,  that  we  accept  it  from  without,  not  from  within. 
So  far  the  realistic  school  might  claim  him  as  their 


Kant's  philosophy.  133 

own.  But  when  Eant  demonstrates  that  we  are  not 
merely  passive  recipients,  that  the  conception  of  a 
purely  passive  recipient  involves  in  fact  an  absurdity, 
that  what  is  given  us  we  accept  on  our  own  terms, 
these  terms  being  the  forms  of  our  sensuous  per- 
ception and  the  categories  of  our  understanding, 
then  the  materialist  would  see  that  the  ground  under 
his  feet  was  no  longer  safe,  and  that  his  new  ally 
was  more  dangerous  than  his  old  enemy. 

Kant's  chief  object  in  writing  the  Critique  of 
Pure  Season  was  to  determine,  once  for  kmiVs  chief 
all,  the  organs  of  our  knowledge  and  their  ®M«*- 
limits ;  and  therefore,  instead  of  criticising,  as  was 
then  the  fashion,  the  results  of  our  knowledge, 
whether  in  religion,  or  in  history,  or  in  science,  he 
boldly  went  to  the  root  of  the  matter,  and  subjected 
Reason,  pure  and  simple,  to  his  searching  analysis. 
In  doing  this  he  was  certainly  far  more  successful 
against  Locke  and  Hume  than  against  Berkeley.  To 
call  the  human  mind,  as  they  did,  a  tabula  rasa  was 
pure  metaphor,  it  was  mythology  and  nothing  else. 
Tabula  rasa  means  a  tablet,  smoothed  and  made 
ready  to  receive  the  impressions  of  the  pencil  {ypa- 
<f>€ioy).  It  makes  very  little  difference  whether  the 
mind  is  called  a  tabula  rasa  or  a  mirror,  or  wax,  or 
anything  else  that  the  French  call  impressionable. 
Nor  does  it  help  us  much  if,  instead  of  impressions, 
we  speak  of  sensations,  or  states  of  consciousness,  or 
manifestations.  The  question  is,  how  these  states  of 
consciousness  come  to  be,  whether  *to  know'  is  an 
active  or  a  passive  verb,  whether  there  is  a  knowing 
Honon,  and  what  it  is  like.  If  we  begin  with  states  of 
consciousness  as  ultimate  facts,  no  doubt  Hume  and 
his  followers  are  unassailable.     Nothing  can  be  more 
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ingenious  than  the  explanation  of  the  process  by 
which  the  primary  impressions,  by  mere  twisting 
and  turning,  develop  at  last  into  an  inteUect,  the 
passive  mirror  growing  into  a  conscious  mind.  The 
sensuous  impressions,  as  they  are  succeeded  by  new 
impressions,  are  supposed  to  become  fainter,  and  to 
settle  down  into  what  we  call  our  memory.  General 
ideas  are  explained  as  the  inevitable  result  of  re- 
peated sensuous  impressions.  For  instance,  if  we  see 
a  green  leaf,  the  green  sea,  and  a  green  bird,  the 
leaf,  the  sea,  and  the  bird  leave  each  but  one  im- 
pression, while  the  impression  of  the  green  colour 
is  repeated  three  times,  and  becomes  therefore  deeper, 
more  permanent,  more  general.  Again,  if  we  see  the 
leaf  of  an  oak  tree,  of  a  fig  tree,  of  a  rose  tree,  or 
(of  any  other  plant  or  shrub,  the  peculiar  outline  of 
each  individual  leaf  is  more  or  less  obliterated,  and 
there  remains,  we  are  told,  the  general  impression 
of  a  leaf  In  the  same  manner,  out  of  innumerable 
impressions  of  various  trees  arises  the  general  im- 
pression of  tree,  out  of  the  impressions  of  trees, 
shrubs,  and  herbs,  the  general  impression  of  plant, 
of  vegetative  species,  and  at  last  of  substance,  animate 
or  inanimate.  In  this  manner  it  was  supposed  that 
the  whole  furniture  of  the  human  mind  could  be  ex- 
plained as  the  inevitable  result  of  repeated  sensuous 
impressions;  and  further,  as  these  sensuous  im- 
pressions, which  make  up  the  whole  of  what  is  called 
Mind,  are  received  by  animals  as  well  as  by 
men,  it  followed,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  the 
difference  between  the  two  was  a  difference  of  degree 
Only,  and  that  it  was  a  mere  question  of  time  and 
circumstances  for  a  man-like  ape  to  develop  into  an 
ape-like  man. 
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But  what  is  that  tabula  rasa,  wkica  acmiiis  ^> 
learned,  and  yet  is  mere  verbal  J'iiglery !  t!^  t^j,  ^-^ 
Let  OB  accept  the  metaphor  that  the  mind  '='*■*» 
is  Kke  a  smooth  writin^r-tabLet  with  nothing  in  it 
or  on  it,  and  what  can  be  clearer  even  then,  than 
that  the  impressions  made  on  rt  mTist  he  determmei 
by  the  Dature  of  such  a  tablet  ?  Impresgions  made 
on  wax  are  difl^rent  i5:^:>m  impressions  matle  on  saiid 
or  water,  Jind  impressiocs  made  on  the  homan  minii 
must  likewise  be  determinel  bv  the  nature  *>f  the 
recipient.  We  see  therefore  that  the  con«iitioria 
under  which  each  recipient  is  capable  of  recervhig 
impressions,  constitute  at  the  same  time  the  con- 
ditions or  terms  to  which  all  impressions  must  submit, 
whether  thev  be  made  on  a  tabula  rasa,  or  on  the 
hmnan  mini  or  on  anything  else. 

And  here  is  the  place  where  Kant  br>ke  throucrh 
the  phalanx  of  the  sensu.ilL^ie  sch«>:»L  Tie  Ton- 
That  without  which  no  impretSfcL  ^ns  on  the  dinoMof 
hmiian  mind  are  p«>si^ille  or  onc^ivable  ^  -* 
constitutes,  he  would  sav,  the  transcendental  side 
of  onr  knowledge.  What,  accordinor  to  Kant,  is 
transcendental  is  ^enerallv  identifial  with  what 
some  philosophers  call  a  priori,  others  subjective. 
But  this  is  true  in  a  verv  limited  sense  onlv.  Kant 
does  not  mean  by  transcendental  what  is  merely 
biographically,  L  e.  in  each  individual,  or  even  palae- 
ontologically,  Le.  in  the  history  of  the  whole  race 
of  man,  ^  priori.  The  \  priori  in  these  two  senses 
tias  to  be  discovered  by  experimental  and  historictil 
psychology,  and  Elant  would  probably  have  no  ob- 
jection whatever  to  any  of  the  conclusions  arrived 
at  in  this  domain  of  research  by  the  most  advanced 
evolutionist.     The    \   priori   which   Kant   tries  to 
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discover  is  a  very  different  one,  it  is  that  which  makes 
the  two  other  k  priori's  possible ;  it  is  the  ontologica. 
^  priori.  Let  all  the  irritations  of  the  senses,  let 
all  the  raw  material  of  our  sensuous  perceptions  be 
given,  the  fact  of  our  not  simply  yielding  to  these 
inroads,  but  resisting  them,  accepting  them,  realising 
them,  knowing  them,  all  this  shows  a  reacting  and 
realising  power  in  our  mind.  If  anything  is  to  be 
seen,  or  heard,  or  felt,  or  known  by  us,  such  as  we 
are — and,  I  suppose,  we  are  something — ^if  all  is  not 
to  end  with  disturbances  of  the  retina,  or  vibrations 
of  the  tympanum,  or  ringing  of  the  bells  at  the  re- 
ceiving stations  of  the  brain,  then  what  is  to  be 
perceived  by  us  must  submit  to  the  conditions  of 
our  perceiving,  what  is  to  be  known  by  us  must 
accept  the  conditions  of  our  knowing.  This  point 
is  of  so  much  importance  for  the  solution,  or,  at  all 
events,  for  the  right  apprehension  of  the  problem 
with  which  we  have  to  deal,  that  we  must  examine 
Kant  s  view  on  the  origin  and  on  the  conditions  of 
our  knowledge  a  little  more  carefully. 

According  to  Kant,  then,  there  are,  first  of  all. 
Forms  of  *^'^  fundamental  or  inevitable  conditions 
Sensuous      of  all  scusuous  manifestations,  viz.  Space 

Intuition.        ^^^     rJ^^^^         rj.^^^     ^^^    ^^^^     y^^     g.^^^ 

pure  intuitions,  which  means  k  priori  forms  to 
which  all  intuitions,  if  they  are  to  become  our 
intuitions,  must  submit.  By  no  effort  can  we  do 
away  with  these  forms  of  phenomenal  existence. 
If  we  are  to  become  conscious  of  anything,  whether 
we  call  it  an  impression,  or  a  manifestation,  or  a 
phase,  we  must  place  all  phenomena  side  by  side, 
and  at  a  distance  from  ourselves,  i.  e.  in  space  ;  and 
we  can  accept  and  retain  tliem  only  as  following  each 
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other  in  succession,  i.  e.  in  time.  If  we  vranted  to 
make  it  still  dearer  that  Time  and  Space  are  sub- 
jectiTe,  or  at  all  events  determined  by  us,  we  might 
say  that  there  can  be  no  There  without  a  Here, 
there  can  be  no  Then  without  a  Now,  and  both  the 
Here  and  the  Now  depend  on  us  as  recipients,  as 
measurers,  as  perceivers. 

Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  brings  three  arguments 
against  Kant's  ^ew  that  Space  and  Time  h.  spenoer^s 
are  k  priori  forms  of  our  sensuous  intui-  objectiow. 
tion.  He  says  it  is  absolutely  impossible  to  think  that 
these  forms  of  intuition  belong  to  the  eg  o,  and  not  to 
the  non-ego.  Now  Kant  does  not,  according  to  the 
nature  of  his  system,  commit  himself  to  any  assertion 
that  some  such  form  may  or  may  not  belong  to  the 
non-ego,  the  Ding  an  sich  ;  he  only  maintains  that 
we  have  no  means  of  knowing  it.  That  Kant's  view 
is  not  altogether  unthinkable,  as  Mr.  Spencer  imagines, 
is  proved  by  Berkeley  and  most  Idealists. 

Secondly,  Mr.  H.  Spencer  argues  that  if  Space  and 
Time  are  forms  of  thought,  they  can  never  be  thought 
of,  since  it  is  impossible  for  anything  to  be  at  once 
the  form  of  thought  and  the  matter  of  thought. 
Here  Mr.  H.  Spencer  has  evidently  been  misled  by  an 
imperfect  translation  of  Kant.  Kant  never  takes 
Space  and  Time  as  forms  of  thought.  He  carefully 
guards  against  this  view,  and  calls  them  *  reine  Formen 
sinnlicher  Anschauung'  (pure  forms  of  sensuous 
mtuition).  But  even  if  this  distinction  between 
thought  and  intuition,  like  all  other  distinctions,  were 
eliminated  by  evolution,  it  has  still  to  be  proved  that 
the  forms  of  thought  can  never  become  the  matter  of 
thought.  Would  not  this  put  an  end  to  all  philo- 
sophy, for  it  is  surely  one  of  the  principal  objects  of 
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philosophy  to  make  the  forms  of  thought  the  matter 
of  thought  ? 

Thirdly,  Mr.  Spencer  maintains  that  some  of  our 
sense-perceptions,  and  more  particularly  that  of  hear- 
ing, are  not  necessarily  local.  This  objection  again 
seems  to  me  to  rest  on  a  misunderstanding  of  Kant's 
own  words.  Though  it  is  true  that  we  do  not  always 
know  the  exact  place  where  sounds  come  from,  we 
always  know,  even  in  the  case  of  our  ears  ringing, 
that  what  we  perceive  is  outside  us,  is  somewhere, 
comes  towards  us ;  and  that  is  all  that  Kant  re- 
quires ^ 

But  besides  these  fundamental  forms  of  sensuous 
intuition.  Space  and  Time,  without  which  no  sensuous 
perception  is  possible,  Kant,  by  his  analysis  of  Pure 
Reason,  discovered  other  conditions  of  our  knowledge, 
the  so-called  Categories  of  the  Understanding. 
While  the  sensualistic  school,  beginning  with  the 
ordinary  h,  priori  of  experience,  looked  upon  these 
forms  of  thought  as  mere  abstractions,  the  residue  or 
shadow  of  repeated  observations,  Kant  made  it  clear 
that  without  them  no  experience,  not  even  the 
lowest,  would  be  possible,  and  that  therefore  they 
could  not  themselves  be  acquired  by  experience. 
Grant,  he  would  say,  that  we  have,  we  do  not  know 
how,  the  sensations  of  colour,  sound,  taste,  smell,  or 
touch.  They  are  given,  and  we  must  accept  them. 
But   think    of  the   enormous  difference  between   a 


*  See  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  23.  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer 
has  tried  to  defend  his  views  on  Kant  in  some  articles  in  the 
Fortnightly  Eeview.  His  defence,  like  all  he  writes,  is  no  doubt 
very  able,  but  I  gladly  leave  it  to  real  students  of  Kant's  works 
to  judge  for  themselves  whether  Mr.  H.  Spencer  has  understood 
Kant  rightly  or  not. 
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vibration  and  a  sensation ;  and  again  between  a  suc- 
cession or  agglomeration  of  the  sensations  of  yellow- 
ness, softness,  sweetness,  and  roundness,  and  what  we 
mean  when  we  speak  of  an  orange  1  The  nerves  may 
vibrate  for  ever — what  would  that  be  to  us  ?  The 
sensations  might  rush  in  for  ever  through  the  different 
gates  of  our  senses ;  the  afferent  nerves  might  deliver 
them  to  one  central  point,  yet  even  then  they  would 
remain  but  so  many  excitations  of  nervous  action,  so 
many  sensations,  coming  and  going  at  pleasure,  but 
they  would  never  by  themselves  produce  in  us  the 
perception  of  an  object,  a  substance  and  its  attributes, 
which  we  call  an  orange.  The  common-sense  view  of 
the  matter  is  that  we  perceive  all  these  sensations 
together  as  an  orange,  because  the  orange,  as  such, 
exists  forsooth  without  us  as  something  substantial, 
and  the  qualities  of  yellowness,  softness,  sweetness, 
and  roundness  are  inherent  in  it  as  attributes.  This 
18,  no  doubt,  very  unphilosophical,  and  ignores  the 
positive  fact  that  all  that  we  have  consists  and  can 
consist  of  sensations  and  phases  of  consciousness  only, 
and  that  nothing  can  ever  carry  us  beyond.  Yet 
there  is  this  foundation  of  truth  in  the  common-sense 
view,  that  it  shows  our  utter  inability  of  perceiving 
any  sensations  vdthout  referring  them  to  something 
objective  which  causes  them  and  is  supposed  to 
possess  all  those  qualities  which  correspond  to  our 
sensations.  If  then  we  know  that  what  is  given  us 
consists  of  phases  of  sensation  only,  whatever  theii* 
origin  may  be,  it  ought  to  become  clear,  even  to  a  man 
of  common  sense,  that  it  can  only  be  our  mind,  or 
whatever  else  we  like  to  call  it,  which  adds  all  the 
rest,  and  does  this,  not  consciously  or  deliberately, 
but  of  necessity,  and,  as  it  were,  in  the  dark. 
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We  cannot  receive  sensations  without  at  once 
referring  them  to  a  substantial  cause.  To  say  that 
these  sensations  may  have  no  origin  at  all,  would  be 
to  commit  an  outrage  against  ourselves.  And  why  ? 
Simply  because  our  mind  is  so  constituted  that  to 
doubt  whether  anything  phenomenal  had  a  cause 
would  be  a  logical  suicide.  Call  it  what  you  like,  a 
law,  a  necessity,  an  unconscious  instinct,  a  category 
ctf  the  understanding,  it  always  remains  the  fault  of 
our  mind  that  it  cannot  receive  sensations  without 
referring  them  to  a  substance  of  which  they  are  sup- 
posed to  tell  us  the  attributes  ^ 

And  if  this  is  so,  we  have  a  clear  right  to  say  with 
Kant,  that  that  without  which  even  the  lowest  per- 
ception of  an  object  is  impossible,  must  be  given,  and 
cannot  have  been  acquired  by  repeated  perception. 
That  what  we  mean  by  cause  has  no  warrant  in  the 
Non-ego  is  a  truth  accepted,  not  only  by  Kant,  but, 
though  for  a  very  different  purpose,  by  Hume  also ; 
nay,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  on  this  point  Kant 
owed  very  much  to  Hume's  scepticism.  Kant  has 
nothing  to  say  against  Hume's  argumentation  that 
the  ideas  of  cause  and  effect,  of  substance  and 
quality,  in  that  sense  in  which  we  generally  use 
them,  are  not  found  in  actual  experience.  But  while 
Hume  proceeded  to  discard  those  ideas  as  mere 
illusions,  Kant,  on  the  contrary,  reclaimed  them  as 
the  inevitable  forms  to  which  all  phenomena  must 
submit,  if  they  are  to  be  phenomena  at  all,  if  they 

*  Ci.  Bacon,  Nov.  Org.  i.  41:  *Omnes  perceptiones,  tam 
sensu8  quam  mentis,  sunt  ex  analogia  hominis,  non  ex  analogia 
universi.  Ehtque  intellectus  humanus  instar  speculi  inaequalis  ad 
radios  rerum,  qui  suam  naturam  naturae  rerum  immiscet,  earn  que 
distorquet  et  inficit.'     Liebmann,  Kant,  p.  48. 


KANT*S   PHILOSOPHY.  141 


are  to  become  our  phenomena,  the  simplest  per- 
ceptions of  a  human  mind.  He  established  their 
truth,  or,  what  with  him  is  the  same,  their  inevit- 
ability in  all  phenomenal  knowledge,  and  by  showing 
their  inapplicability  to  any  but  phenomenal  know- 
ledge, he  once  for  all  determined  the  limits  as  well  as 
the  powers  of  human  knowledge. 

These  inevitable  forms  were  reduced  by  Kant  to 
twelve,  and  he  arranged  them  systematic-      Table  of  * 
ally  in  his  famous  Table  of  Categories  : —     Categone*. 
(i)  Unity,  Plurality,  Universality; 

(2)  Affirmation,  Negation,  Limitation ; 

(3)  Substantiality,  Causality,  Keciprocity ; 

(4)  Possibility,  Actuality,  Necessity. 

We  need  not  examine  the  character  of  these 
categories  in  detail,  or  consider  the  forms  which  they 
take  as  Schemata.  What  applies  to  one  applies  to 
all,  viz.  that  without  them  no  thought  is  possible. 
Take  the  categories  of  quantity,  and  try  to  think  of 
anything,  without  thinking  of  it  at  the  same  time  as 
one  or  many,  and  you  will  find  it  is  impossible. 
Nature  does  not  count  for  us,  we  must  count  our- 
selves, and  the  talent  of  counting  cannot  have  been 
acquired  by  counting,  any  more  than  a  stone  acquires 
the  talent  of  swimming  by  being  thrown  into  the 
water. 

Put  in  the  shortest  way,  I  should  say  that  the 
result  of  Kant's  analysis  of  the  Categories     Nihil  est 
of  the  Understanding  is  the  very  opposite     ^^  «enBo, 

.     .  .  quod  non 

of  Locke's,  namely,  'Nihil  est  in  sensu,     fuerit  in 
quod   non  fuerit   in  intellectu.'     We    i»*eiiectu. 
cannot  perceive  any  object,  except  by  the  aid  of  the 
intellect. 

It  is  no  easy  task  to  attempt  to  give  in  a  few 
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words  a  true  abstract  of  Kant's  philosophy,  yet  if 
we  wish  to  gain  a  clear  view  of  the  progressive,  or  in 
some  cases  retrogressive,  movement  of  human  thought 
from  century  to  century,  we  must  be  satisfied  with 
short  abstracts,  as  long  as  they  contain  the  essence 
of  each  system  of  philosophy  \    We  may  spend  years 
in  exploring  the  course  of  a  river,  and  we  may  have 
in  our  note-books  accurate  sketches  of  its  borders, 
of  every  nook  and  comer  through  which  it  winds. 
But  for  practical  purposes  we  want  a  geographical 
map,  more  or  less  minute,  according  to  the  extent  of 
the  area  which  we  wish  to  survey;    and  here  the 
meandering  outline  of  the  river  must  vanish,  and  be 
replaced  by  a  bold  line,  indicating  the  general  direc- 
tion of  the  river  from  one  important  point  to  another, 
and  nothing  else.     The  same  is  necessary  if  we  draw 
either  for  our  own  guidance  or  for  the  guidance  of 
others,  a  map  of  the  stream  of  philosophic  thought. 
Whole  pages,  nay,  whole  volumes,  must  here  be  re- 
presented by  one  or  two  lines,  and  all  that  is  essential 
is  that  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  salient  points 
in  each  system.     It  has  been  said  that  every  system 
of  philosophy  lies  in  a  nutshell,  and  this  is   parti- 
cularly true  of  great  and  decisive  systems.     They  do 
not  wander  about  much ;  they  go  straight  to  the 
point.     What  is  really  characteristic  in  them  is  the 
attitude  which  the  philosopher  assumes  towards  the 
old  problems  of  the  world  :  that  attitude  once  under- 
stood, and  everything  else  follows  almost  by  necessity. 
In  the  philosophy  of  Kant  two  streams  of  philo- 
sophic thought,  which  had  been  nmning  in  separate 

^  An  excellent  account  of  the  salient  points  of  Kant's  philosophy 
may  be  seen  in  some  vigorous  essays  by  W.  L.  Courtney,  *  Studies 
in  Philosophy/  1882. 
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beds  for  ages,  meet  for  the  first  time,  and  we  can 
clearly  discover  in  his  system  the  gradual  mingling 
of  the  colours  of  Hume  and  Berkeley.  Turning 
against  the  one-sided  course  of  Hume's  philosophy, 
Kaot  shows  that  there  is  something  within  us  which 
cx>uld  never  have  been  supplied  from  without ;  turning 
agadnst  the  idealists,  he  shows  that  there  is  something 
without  us  which  could  never  have  been  supplied  from 
within.  Sensation  and  intellect,  he  shows,  exist  for 
each  other,  depend  on  each  other,  presuppose  each 
other,  form  together  a  whole  that  should  never  have 
been  torn  asunder.  And  he  likewise  shows  that  the 
two  factors  of  our  knowledge,  the  matter  of  our  sensa- 
tions on  one  side,  and  their  form  on  the  other,  are  cor- 
relative, so  that  any  attempt  at  using  the  forms  of  our 
intellect  on  anything  which  transcends  the  limits  of 
our  sensations  is,  once  for  all,  declared  illegal. 

Hence   his  famous   saying,  Begriffe   ohne   An- 
schauungen  sind  leer,  Anschauungen     Begriffe 
ohne   Begriffe  sind  blind.     CConcep-     o^^^oAn- 
tions  without  Intuitions  are  empty,  In-    Bind  leer. 
tuitions  without  Conceptions  are  blind.') 

This  last  protest  against  the  use  of  the  categories 
with  regard  to  anything  not  supplied  by  the  senses 
is  the  crowning  eftbrt  of  Kant's  philosophy,  but, 
strange  to  say,  it  proved  a  protest  unheeded  by 
almost  all  philosophers  who  followed  after  Kant. 
To  my  mind  Kant's  general  solution  of  the  problem 
which  divided  Hume  and  Berkeley  is  perfect ;  and 
however  we  may  criticise  the  exact  number  of  the 
inevitable  forms  of  thought,  his  Table  of  Categories 
as  a  whole  will  for  ever  remain  the  Magna  Charta 
of  true  philosophy. 

In  Germany,  although  Kant's   system   has  been 
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succeeded  by  other  systems,  his  reply  to  Hume  has 

Post-Kantian  ^^^^^  ^^^^  challenged  by  any  leading  phi- 
Phaosopherg  losopher.  It  has  been  strengthened  rather 
in  Germany.   ^]^g^j^   weakened    by   subsequent    systems 

which,  though  widely  differing  from  Kant  in  their 
metaphysical  conceptions,  never  questioned  his  suc- 
cess in  vindicating  certain  ingredients  of  our  know- 
ledge as  belonging  to  mind,  not  to  matter  ;  to  the 
subject,  not  to  the  object ;  to  the  understanding,  not 
to  sensation;  to  the  ^  priori,  not  to  experience.  They 
have  indeed  sadly  disregarded  Kant's  warning  that 
h>  priori  laws  of  thought  must  not  be  applied  to 
anything  outside  the  limits  of  sensuous  experience, 
but  they  have  never  questioned  the  true  h>  priori 
character  of  those  laws  themselves. 

Nor  can  it  be  said  that  in  France  the  step  which 
Kant  had  made  in  advance  of  Hume  has  ever  been 
In  France,  retraced  by  those  who  represent  in  that 
country  the  historical  progress  of  philosophy.  One 
French  philosopher  only,  whose  position  is  in  many 
respects  anomalous,  Auguste  Comte,  has  ventured  to 
propose  a  system  of  philosophy  in  which  Kant's  posi- 
tion is  not  indeed  refuted,  but  ignored.  Comte  did 
not  know  Kant's  philosophy,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
it  will  be  ascribed  to  any  national  prejudice  of  mine 
if  I  consider  that  this  alone  would  be  sufficient  to 
exclude  his  name  from  the  historical  roll  of  philo- 
sophers. I  should  say  just  the  same  of  Kant,  if  he 
had  written  in  ignorance  of  Locke  and  Berkeley 
and  Hume,  or  of  Spinoza,  if  he  had  ignored  the  works 
of  Descartes,  or  of  Aristotle,  if  he  had  ignored  the 
teaching  of  Plato  ^ 

^  His  own  countr3rman,  M.  E.  Kenan,  judges  Comte  much  more 
harshly.     'Plus  tard,'  he  writes,  'j'^prouvais  une  sorte  d'agace- 
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It  is  different,  however,  in  England.  Here,  a  new 
school  of  philosophy  has  sprung  up,  not  entirely  free 
p^haps  from  the  influence  of  Comte,  but  supported 
by  &r  greater  learning  and  real  philosophical  power, 
a  school  which  deliberately  ignores  Kant's  analysis, 
and  falk  back  in  the  main  on  the  position  once  occu- 
pied by  Locke  or  Hume.  Such  a  philosophy  by 
appealing,  as  it  always  does,  to  the  common  sense  of 
mankind,  is  8iu*e  of  wide  popular  support.  It  falls 
in  with  the  general  tendencies  of  our  age.  It  is 
short  and  easy,  and  enaUes  a  man  to  be  a  philo- 
sopher, not  by  studjring  Plato  and  Aristotle,  Berkeley 
and  Kant,  but  by  ignoring,  if  not,  by  despising  ihem. 
But  there  are  serious  philosophers  also  who  do  not 
ignore  Kant,  but  in  returning  to  the  standpoint  of 
Locke  or  Hume,  distinctly  assert  that  Kant  has  not 
made  good  his  case,  whether  in  his  analysis  of  the 
two  feeders  of  knowledge,  or  in  his  admission  of 
synthetic  judgments  k  priori  or  general  tenths,  not 
attained  and  not  attainable  by  experience.  The  law 
of  causality  on  which  the  whole  question  of  the 
i  priori  conditions  of  knowledge  may  be   said   to 

ment  k  voir  la  reputation  exag^r^  d'Auguste  Comte,  ^rlg^  en 
grand  homme  de  premier  ordre  pour  avoir  dit  en  mauvais  fran9aiB 
ce  qne  tons  les  esprits  scientifiques  depuis  deux  cent  ans  oxiu  vu 
auflsi  dairement  que  lui.'  (Revue  des  Deux  Mondes,  Dec.  1881, 
p.  741.)  Professor  Huxley  is  even  more  severe.  'The  founder  of 
Positivism/ he  writes  (Hume,  p.  51),  'no  less  admirably  illustrates 
the  connexion  of  scientific  incapacity  with  philosophical  incom- 
petence.' And  again,  p.  52  :  '  M.  Comte  would  have  found  it  hard 
to  eatape  the  admission  that,  in  vitux)erating  psychology,  he  had 
been  propounding  solemn  nonsense.'  It  is  easy  to  accuse  Cerman 
vriters  of  philosophical  Chauvinism  ;  no  German,  so  far  as  I  know, 
has  uttered  more  terrible  condemnations  of  'the  Master'  than 
Henan  his  own  countryman,  and  Huxley,  certainly  no  admirer  of 
^^erman  metaphysics. 

L 
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hinge  is  treated  again,  as  it  was  by  Hume,  as  a  mere 
snare  and  illusion,  a  habit  produced  by  the  repeated 
succession  of  events ;  and  psychological  analysis, 
strengthened  by  physiological  research,  is  called  in  to 
prove  that  mind  is  but  the  transient  outcome  of 
matter,  that  the  brain  secretes  thought  as  the  liver 
secretes  bile.  No  phosphorus,  no  thought !  is  the 
triumphant  war-cry  of  this  school. 

In  speaking  of  the  general  tendencies  of  this 
Difference  school  of  thought,  I  havc  intentionally 
MiiT^d  avoided  mentioning  any  names,  for  it  is 
H.  Spencer,  curious  to  obscrve  that  hardly  any  two 
representatives  of  it  agree  even  on  the  most  essen- 
tial points.  No  two  names,  for  instance,  are  so 
frequentiy  quoted  together  as  representatives  of 
modem  English  thought  as  Mr.  Stuart  Mill  and 
Mr.  Herbert  Spencer,  yet  on  the  most  critical  point 
they  are  as  diametrically  opposed  as  Hume  and 
Kant.  Mr.  Stuart  Mill  admits  nothing  h,  priori  in 
the  human  mind ;  he  stands  on  the  same  ground  as 
Locke,  nay,  if  I  interpret  some  of  his  paragraphs 
rightly,  he  goes  as  far  as  Hume.  Mr.  Herbert 
Spencer,  on  the  contrary,  fights  against  this  view 
of  the  human  intellect  with  the  same  sharp  weapons 
that  Kant  had  used,  and  he  arrives,  like  Kant,  at 
the  conclusion  that  there  is  in  the  human  mind, 
such  as  we  know  it,  something  h>  priori,  call  it  in- 
tuitions, categories,  innate  ideas  or  congenital  dis- 
positions, something  at  all  events  that  cannot 
honestiy  be  explained  as  the  result  of  individual 
experience.  The  prehistoric  genesis  of  these  con- 
genital dispositions  or  inherited  necessities  of  thought, 
as  suggested  by  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer,  seems  to  me 
a  mere  shifting  back  of  the  difficulty  which  other 
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philosophers  meet  boldly  face  to  face,  and  whether 
right  or  wrong,  it  would  not  help  in  solving  the 
problem  which  Kant  is  dealing  with  ^  The  result 
of  all  this  prehistoric  genesis  would  be  exactly  those 
innatae  ideae  of  Descartes,  the  cip^ai  avairoSeiKToi 
of  Aristotle,  which  modem  philosophy  has  long  dis- 
carded, or  at  all  events  interpreted  in  a  very  diflferent 
sense.  In  admitting,  however,  that  there  is  some- 
thing in  our  mind  which  is  not  the  result  of  our 
own  ^  posteriori  experience,  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer 
is  a  thorough  Kantian,  and  we  shall  see  that,  without 
being  aware  of  it,  he  is  in  other  respects  too  far  more 
of  a  Kantian  than  a  Comtian.  If  it  could  be  proved 
that  nervous  modifications,  accumulated  from  gene- 
ration to  generation,  could  result  in  nervous  struc- 
tures that  are  fixed  in  proportion  as  the  outer 
relations  to  which  they  answer  are  fixed,  we,  as 
followers  of  Kant,  should  only  have  to  put  in  the 
place  of  Kant's  intuitions  of  Space  and  Time  *the 
constant  space  relations,  expressed  in  definite  nervous 
structures,  congenitally  framed  to  act  in  definite 
ways,  and  incapable  of  acting  in  any  other  way.' 
If  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  had  not  misunderstood  the 
exact  meaning  of  what  Kant  calls  the  intuitions  of 
Space  and  Time,  he  would  have  perceived  that, 
barring  his  theory  of  the  pre-historic  origin  of  these 
intuitions,  he  was  with  regard  to  them  quite  at 
one  with  Kant. 

Some  of  the  objections  which  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer 
urges    against   Kant's    theory   of  innate  intuitions 


^  'People  who  think  that  the  development  of  habits  through 
hereditary  transmission  will  account  for  the  necessity  of  necessary 
truths,  show  that  they  do  not  know  what  is  meant  by  such  neces- 
sity/    T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  224. 

L  2 
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cf  Space  and  Time  were  made  6o  soon  after  the 
Kant'B  appearance  of  his  work,  that  Kant  him- 
answers,  gelf  was  still  able  to  reply  to  them  ^. 
Thus  he  explains  himself  that  by  forms  of  in- 
tuition he  does  not  mean  anything  innate,  in  the 
form  of  ready-made  ideas  or  images,  bat  merely 
inevitable  receptivities  of  the  Ego,  according  to 
•which,  if  affected  in  certain  ways,  it  represents 
these  affections  in  certain  forms.  What  is  innate 
is  not  the  representation  itself,  but  simply  the  first 
formal  cause  of  its  possibility. 

Nor  do  I  think  that  Kant's  view  of  causality,  as 
the  most  important  category  of  the  understanding, 
has  been  correctly  apprehended  by  his  English  critics. 
All  the  arguments  that  are  brought  forward  by  the 
living  followers  of  Hume,  in  order  to  show  that  the 
idea  of  cause  is  not  an  innate  idea,  but  the  result  of 
repeated  observations,  and,  it  may  be,  a  mere  illusion, 
do  not  touch  Kant  at  all.  He  moves  in  quite  a 
different  layer  of  thought.  That  each  individual 
becomes  conscious  of  causality  by  experience  and 
education,  he  knows  as  well  as  the  most  determined 
follower  of  Hume  ;  but  what  he  means  by  the 
category  of  causality  is  something  totally  different. 
It  may  almost  be  called  an  unconscious  process,  and, 
from  a  purely  psychological  point  of  view,  might 
truly  be  treated  as  prehistoric.  So  far  from  being 
the  result  of  repeated  observations,  Kant  shows  that 
what  he  means  by  the  category  of  causality  is  the 
sine  qua  non  of  the  simplest  perception,  and  that 


*  See  Das  Unbewnsste,  vom  Standpnnkt  der  Physiologie 
und  DeBcendenztheorie,  p.  187;  Kant's  Werke,  ed.  Bosen- 
kraoz,  B.  i.  pp.  445,  446. 


KAliT^S   PHILOSOPHY.  149 

without  it  we  might  indeed  have  states  of  feding^ 
but  never  a  sensation  of  something,  an  intuition 
of  an  object,  or  a  perception  of  a  substance.  Were 
we  to  accept  the  theory  of  evolution  which  tiacea 
the  human  mind  back  to  the  inner  life  of  a  mollusc, 
we  should  even  then  be  able  to  lemain  Kantiana,  in 
so  £ar  as  it  would  be,  even  thai,  the  cat^ory  of 
causality  that  works  in  the  moUusc,  and  makes  it 
extend  its  tentacles  towards  the  crumb  of  bread 
which  has  touched  it,  and  has  evoked  in  it  a  reflex 
action,  a  grasping  after  the  prey.  In  this  lowest 
form  of  animal  life,  therefore,  the  cat^ory  of 
causality,  if  we  may  use  such  a  tarm,  would  show 
itself  simply  as  a  half-conscious,  or,  at  all  events^ 
as  a  no  longer  involuntary  reaction;  in  humaD 
life  we  might  say  that  it  shows  itself  clearly  in 
the  first  glauce  of  recognition  that  lights  up  the 
in&nt  8  vacant  stare. 

This  is  what  Kant  means  by  the  category  of 
causality,  and  no  new  discoveries,  either  in  the 
structure  of  the  organs  of  sense  or  in  the  working  oi 
the  mental  faculties,  have  in  any  way,  so  £ar  as  I 
can  see,  invalidated  his  conclusions  that  that  category 
at  all  events,  whatever  we  may  think  of  the  others, 
is  ^  priori  in  every  sense  of  the  word,  is  the  sine 
qua  non  of  all  thought.  It  may  be,  ibr  all  we  know, 
a  '4^€vio9,  but  to  us  it  is  and  must  remain  an  aX^Oivom 

Among  German    philosophers    there   is   none  so 
free  from  what  are  called  German  meta-  schopenhMcv 
physical  tendencies  as  Schopenhauer,  yet     ^^  K^^t'i 
what    does    he   say  of    Kant's   view    of    caanOitj. 
causality  1 

'  Sensation,'  he  says, '  is  something  essentially  sub- 


160  THIED   CHAPTEB. 

jective,  and  its  changes  are  brought  to  our  cognisance 
in  the  form  of  the  internal  sense  only,  therefore 
in  time,  i.  e.  in  succession  ^.  The  understanding, 
through  a  form  belonging  to  it  and  to  it  alone,  viz. 
the  form  of  causality,  takes  hold  of  the  given  sensa- 
tions, h,  priori,  previous  to  all  experience  (for 
experience  is  not  yet  possible),  as  effects  which,  as 
such,  must  have  a  cause  ;  and  through  another  form 
of  the  internal  sense,  viz.  that  of  space,  which  is 
likewise  pre-established  in  the  intellect,  it  places  that 
cause  outside  the  organs  of  sense.'  And  again :  '  As 
the  visible  world  rises  before  us  with  the  rising  of  the 
sun,  the  understanding,  by  its  one  simple  function  of 
referring  all  effects  to  a  cause,  changes  with  one 
stroke  all  dull  and  unmeaning  sensations  into  intui- 
tions. What  is  felt  by  the  eye,  the  ear,  the  hand, 
is  not  intuition,  but  only  the  data  of  intuition. 
Only  by  the  step  which  the  understanding  makes 
from  effect  to  cause,  the  world  is  made,  as  intuition, 
extended  in  space,  changing  in  form,  permanent  in 
substance;  for  it  is  the  understanding  which  com- 
bines Space  and  Time  in  the  conception  of  matter, 
that  is,  of  activity  or  force.' 

Professor  Helmholtz,  again,  who  has  analysed  the 
Heimhoita  on  extemal  apparatus  of  the  senses  more 
CauiaHty.  minutely  than  any  other  philosopher, 
and  who,  in  England  at  all  events,  would  not  be 
denied  the  name  of  a  philosopher,  arrives,  though 
starting  from  a  different  point,  at  identically  the 
same  result  as  Schopenhauer. 

*  It  is  clear,'  he  says,  *  that  starting  with  the  world 
of  oiu*  sensations,  we  could  never  arrive  at  the  con- 

^  See  Liebmann's  remarks  on  this,  Objectiver  Anblick,  p.  1 14. 
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ception  of  an  external  world,  except  by  admitting, 
from  the  changing  of  our  sensations,  the  existence  of 
external  objects  as  the  causes  of  change ;  though  it 
is  perfectly  true  that,  after  the  conception  of  such 
objects  has  once  been  formed,  we  are  hardly  aware 
how  we  came  to  have  this  conception ;  because  the 
conclusion  is  so  self-evident  that  we  do  not  look 
upon  it  as  the  result  of  a  conclusion.  We  must 
admit  therefore  that  the  law  of  causaHty  by  which 
from  an  effect  we  infer  the  existence  of  a  cause,  is 
to  be  recognised  as  a  law  of  our  intellect,  pre- 
ceding all  experience.  We  cannot  arrive  at  any 
experience  of  natural  objects  without  having  the  law 
of  causality  acting  within  us  ;  it  is  impossible  there- 
fore to  admit  that  this  law  of  causality  is  derived 
from  experience.' 

I  have  just  time  to  add  two  utterances  of  another 
German  philosopher  and  physiologist,  Virchow,  who  in 
his  address  to  the  Naturforscher-Versammlung, 
in  September,  1886,  remarks :  *  What  is  seeing  without 
thinking  1 '  nay,  who  seems  to  have  discerned  how 
indispensable  language  is  to  thought,  when  he  adds : 
*  Only  after  their  perceptions  have  become  fixed  by 
language,  are  the  senses  brought  to  a  conscious 
possession  and  a  real  understanding  of  them.' 

Strengthened  by  such  support  from  very  opposite 
quarters,  we  may  now  sum  up  Kant's  argument  in 
favour  of  the  transcendental  or  k  priori  character  of 
this  and  the  other  categories  in  this  short  sentence : — 

That  without  which  no  experience,  not  even  the 
simplest  perception  of  a  stone  or  a  tree,  is  possible, 
cannot  be  the  result  of  repeated  perceptions.  And  we 
may  add  as  a  corollary  :  All  percepts  are  conceptual. 


CHAPTER    IV. 

LANGUAGE  THE    BARRIER    BETWEEN  MAN    AND    BEAST. 

It  was  necessary  to  give  at  least  this  general 
Kant  and     outline  of  the  position  which  Kant^  had 

Darwin,  taken  up  in  the  history  of  philosophic 
thought  in  order  to  substantiate  the  charge  which 
I  brought,  not  so  much  against  Darwin  himself,  as 
against  certain  philosophers  who  wish  to  fortify 
their  own  position  by  his  powerful  name,  namely 
the  charge  of  being  unhistorical,  that  is  of  being 
outside  the  great  and  continuous  stream  of  the 
history  of  philosophy,  or  having  neglected  to  pay 
that  attention  and  respect  to  their  predecessors 
which  they  deserve.  I  believe  that  if  Darwin 
himself  had  been  acquainted  with  the  evolution  of 
philosophic  thought  as  he  was  with  the  evolution  of 
nature,  he  would  have  seen  that  there  is  something 
in  man  which  he  could  not  have  inherited  firom 
a  monkey,  and  he  would  probably,  like  Helmholtz, 

^  For  a  fuller  treatment  of  Kant's  philosophy  I  must  refer  to  my 
translation  of  Kant's  Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  published  in 
1 88 1,  in  commemoration  of  the  centenary  of  its  first  publication, 
and,  more  particularly,  to  Professor  Noir^'s  '  The  Critique  of  Pure 
Reason,  as  illustrated  by  a  sketch  of  the  Development  of  Occidental 
Philosophy/  contained  in  the  first  volume  of  my  translation  of 
Kant's  Critique.  The  same  writer  has  treated  the  same  subject 
more  fully  in  Die  Entwickelung  der  abendlandischen  Philo- 
sophic bis  zur  Critik  der  reinen  Vernunft,  1883,  the  best 
introduction,  I  think,  to  a  scholarlike  study  of  Kant. 
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have  modified  his  opinion  of  the  descent  of  man, 
or  would  at  all  events  have  considered  it  his  duty 
to  show  how  this  opinion  could  be  defended  against 
the  arguments  of  thinkers  who  were  his  peers  in 
knowledge,  in  power  of  reasoning,  and  in  honesty  of 
purpose.  Such  is  my  belief  in  Darwin's  intellectual 
honestv  that  I  should  not  have  been  surprised  at 
his  gi^g  up  his  theory  of  the  descent  of  man  from 
an  ape  or  some  kind  of  animal,  if  he  had  been 
acquainted  with  Kant's  Critique  of  Pure  Season. 
I  had  the  privilege  of  corresponding  and  conversing 
with  Darwin,  after  I  had  delivered  my  Lectiu*es  at  the 
Boyal  Institution  in  1873,  and  though  he  was  unable 
to  discuss  the  whole  question  with  me,  because,  as 
he  said,  his  knowledge  on  the  subject  of  languages 
was  only  derived  from  a  few  personal  friends,  he 
said  to  me  in  the  kindest,  half-humorous,  half-serious 
way,  *You  are  a  dangerous  man.'  Far  be  it  from 
me  to  see  in  those  words  more  than  a  good-natured 
compliment ;  but  they  showed  at  all  events  that 
Darwin's  mind  remained  accessible  to  argument  to 
the  very  end  of  his  life.  What  made  me  bold  to 
urge  my  views  against  his  was  that  I  felt  myself 
perfectly  free  from  any  prejudice,  whether  on  the 
ground  of  theology  or  on  the  ground  of  human  pride, 
and  that  I  did  not  see  how  the  descent  of  man  from 
some  other  special  animal  was  a  necessary  conse- 
quence of  Darwin's  own  view  of  evolution.  If,  like 
others,  he  had  admitted  but  one  primordial  form,  the 
case  would  have  been  different,  and  he  would  almost 
have  been  forced  to  admit  that  man  was  the  child  of 
some  other  animal,  or  the  result  of  a  special  creation. 
But  as  in  spite  of  the  pressure  of  his  friends,  Darwin's 
scientific  conscience  would  not  yield  on  that  point, 
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I  could  not  see  that  the  admission  of  an  independent 
beginning  of  man  would  have  oonflicted  with  the 
fundamental  principles  of  his  philosophy.  It  is 
different  with  tlie  student  of  language  and  of  thought. 
If  his  view  of  language  is  right,  the  admission  of 
the  descent  of  man  from  an  ape  is  impossible. 

This  shows  the  immense  importance  of  the  Dar- 
winian  theory,  of  which  he  himself  seems  hardly  to 
have  been  aware,  in  solving  once  for  all  questions 
which  have  been  discussed  since  the  first  dawn  of 
philosophy,  and  which  seemed  to  have  been  finally 
settled  by  Kant ;  and  it  shows,  I  hope,  at  the  same 
time  that  the  verdict  on  this  disputed  inheritance 
must  be  signed  not  by  zoologists  and  physiologists 
only,  but  by  psychologists  also,  and,  before  all,  by 
the  students  of  language. 

It  sometimes  seems  to  me  as  if  those  who  profess 
Unnecessary  to  bc  the  foUowcrs  of  Darwiu  speak  often 
Dogmatism,  f^^  morc  dogmatically  than  Darwin  himself 
on  the  results  already  obtained  by  a  genealogical 
arrangement  of  organic  beings  beginning  with  a  group 
of  animals,  boldly  called  *  organisms  without  organs,' 
such  as  the  Bathybius  Haeckelii\  and  advancing 
step  by  step  to  the  most  highly  organised  mammals. 
If  men  like  Carl  Vogt  could  be  accepted  as  the  recog- 
nised representatives  and  spokesmen  of  the  Dar- 
winian school,  all  would  seem  to  be  settled;  there 
would  be  no  gaps  or  flaws  anywhere:  it  would  be 
sheer  ignorance  to  doubt  the  direct  descent  of  man 
from  a  monkey,  and  his  indirect  descent  from  the 
primordial  Moneres.  But  even  Haeckel,  perhaps  the 
most  fiery  apostle  of  Darwinism  in  Germany,  does 

^  Haeckel,  Natiirlicbe  Schbpfunegeschichte,  p.  165. 
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not  go  quite  so  far,  and  in  his  work  on  Kalk- 
schwamme  (9.  p.  12)  he  admits  that  the  majority, 
and  among  it  some  famous  biologists  of  the  first 
class,  are  still  of  opinion  that  the  problem  of  the 
origin  of  species  has  only  beenjopened  by  Darwin, 
but  by  no  means  solved/ 

In  another  place  Professor  Haeckel  is  very  anxious^ 
to  convince  his  readers  that  the  dif-  Monogcnetie 
ference  between  these  two  schools,  the  *^^^y- 
monogenetic  and  polygenetic,  is  of  Theory, 
small  importance.  The  difference,  he  says,  between 
the  various  Moneres,  whose  bodies  consist  of  simple 
matter  without  form  or  structure,  and  which 
are  in  fact  no  more  than  a  combination  of  carbon 
in  the  form  of  white  of  eggs,  are  of  a  chemical  nature 
only,  and  the  differences  of  mixture  in  the  end- 
less varieties  of  combination  of  white  of  eggs  are 
80  fine  as  to  be  for  the  present  beyond  the  powers  of 
human  perception.  But  if  this  is  so,  surely  the 
nile  of  all  scientific  research  would  be  to  wait  before 
definitely  deciding  in  favour  of  one  primordial  cell 
and  thus  creating  new  trammels  in  the  progress  of 
free  inquiry. 

Whatever  the  physiologists  may  say  to  the  con- 
trary, it  does  make  a  very  great  difference  to  the 
philosopher,  whether  the  beginning  of  organic  life  has 
happened  once,  or  may  be  supposed  to  have  happened 
repeatedly;  and  though  I  do  not  grudge  to  the 
Bathybius  the  dignity  of  a  new  Adam,  I  cannot 
help  feeling  that  in  this  small  speck  of  slime,  dredged 
up  from  the  bottom  of  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  there  is 
too  much  of  the  old  Adam,  too  much  of  what  I  call 

'  Haeckel,  1.  c,  p.  372. 
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mythology,  i.  e.  too  much  of  human  ignorance  con- 
cealed under  the  veil  of  dogmatic  knowledge. 

These  remarks  are  not  intended  to  throw  doubt  or 
discredit  on  Darwin's  work,  but  only  to  protest 
against  the  extreme  dogmatism  with  whidi  some  of 
his  followers  speak  of  the  results  already  obtained. 
Whatever  modification  Darwin's  system  may  receive 
at  the  hands  of  professed  physiologists,  the  honour  of 
having  cleared  the  Augean  stables  of  endless  species, 
of  having  explained  many  things  which  formerly 
seemed  to  require  repeated  acts  of  direct  creation,  as 
resulting  from  the  slow  action  of  natural  causes,  of 
having  made  us  see  the  influence  exercised  by  the 
individual  on  the  family  and  by  the  family  on  the 
individual,  of  having  given  to  the  world  a  few 
really  new  and  fresh  ideas,  will  always  remain  his 
own. 

I  speak  feelingly  on  this  subject,  for  I  am  old 
Common  ©nough  to  remember  how  much  the  pro- 
originof  gress  of  the  Science  of  Language  was 
impeded  by  the  equally  dogmatic  veto 
which  not  very  long  ago  the  most  eminent  phy- 
siologists put  on  the  theory  of  a  common  origin  of 
the  different  races  of  man.  When  my  own  researches 
into  language  and  the  intellectual  development  of 
man  led  me  to  the  conclusion  that,  if  we  had  only 
suflScient  time  allowed  us— certainly  more  than  the 
chronology  of  the  Bible  would  sanction — ^there  would 
be  no  difficulty  in  giving  an  intelligible  account  of  the 
common  origin  of  all  languages,  I  was  met  with  the 
assurance  that  even  hypothetically  such  a  view  was 
quite  inadmissible,  because  the  merest  beginner  in 
anatomy  knew  that  the  different  races  of  man  con- 
stituted so  many  species,  that  species  were  the  result 


LANGUAGE  THE  BABBIEB  BETWEEN  MAN  AND  BEAST,  157 

of  independent  creative  acts,  and  that  the  black, 
brown,  red,  yellow,  and  white  races  could  not  pos- 
sibly be  conceived  as  descended  from  one  pair.  Men 
like  Prichard  and  A«  von  Humboldt,  who  maintained 
the  possibility  of  a  common  origin,  were  suspected  of 
being  influenced  by  extraneous  motives.  I  myself, 
because  I  lived  at  Oxford,  was  charged  with  a  super- 
stitious belief  in  Adam  and  Eve  and  the  rest  of  the 
Mosaic  ethnology!  And  why?  Simply  because  in 
the  sdence  of  language  I  was  a  Darwinian  before 
Darwin;  simply  because  I  had  protested  against 
scientific  as  strongly  as  against  theological  dog- 
matism ;  simply  because  I  wished  the  common  origin 
of  languages  to  be  treated  at  least  as  an  open 
question  *. 

But  with  all  my  gratitude  to  Darwin  for  having 
put  an  end  to  the  terrorism  of  those  phy-  independent 
siologists  who  raised  every  variety  into  a  ^^^  ^  ™*^- 
spedes,  and  insisted  on  an  independent  act  of  creation 
or  at  all  events  on  an  independent  origin  for  every 
varieiy  of  living  beings,  I  think  he  allowed  himself  to 
be  carried  away  when  he  denied  an  independent 
origin  to  man.  I  admire  his  wise  discretion  in  not 
attempting  to  reduce  all  organic  beings  to  one  an- 
cestor as  well  as  his  wisdom  in  never  attempting  to 
explain  the  first  beginnings  of  organic  life  either  as 
acts  of  creation  or  as  generatio  spontanea  or  as 
Urschleim;  but  why  he  should  have  thought  it 
impossible  that  in  addition  to  his  four  progenitors, 
there  was  a  fifth  progenitor  for  man,  I  cannot  under- 


^  '  On  the  Possibility  of  a  Common  Origin  of  Language,'  in  my 
Letter  to  Bunsen,  'On  the  Turanian  Languages,'  published  in 
Bunsen's  Christianity  and  Mankind,  1854. 
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stand.  We  must  reason  here  as  we  do  elsewhere. 
If  Darwin  had  discovered  something,  however  small 
in  appearance,  in  the  horse,  which  it  could  not  pos- 
sibly have  inherited  from  the  hipparion,  he  would 
never  have  represented  the  hipparion  as  the  pro- 
genitor of  the  horse.  If  then  there  is  something  in 
man  which  could  not  possibly  have  been  inherited 
from  a  monkey  or  any  other  animal,  something  of 
which  even  the  most  rudimentary  germs  are  absent 
in  the  whole  animal  genus,  something  which  has 
imparted  to  man  a  character  entirely  different  from 
all  other  living  beings,  namely  language,  why  repre- 
sent him  as  the  descendant  of  an  unknown,  but 
certainly  speechless  ape  ? 

I  know  it  has  been  argued  that  a  transition  from 

animal  to   man  is   at  least  conceivable, 

from  animal    ^.ud  that  our  frccdom  of  cuquiry  ought 

to  man  in-     j^q^  ^q    \^    fettered    by  excluding   pos- 

conoeivable.        .-  .-,...  «  ,,  •■  i*      i       •«•        . 

sibihties  from  the  pale  of  legitimate 
reasoning.  What  is  conceivable,  however,  depends 
quite  as  much  on  the  conceiver  as  on  the  conceived, 
and  I  maintain  that  no  one  who  knows  the  true 
nature  of  language  could  conceive  how  any  animal, 
from  the  lowest  to  the  highest,  could  ever  have  de- 
veloped speech.  But  whatever  may  be  conceivable 
or  inconceivable,  is  there  not  something  in  what  is 
real,  that  is,  in  the  fact  that  no  living  being,  except 
man,  has  ever  developed  speech  ?  It  seems  to  me  far 
more  conceivable  that  a  fish  should  suckle  her  young, 
because  the  whale  (Walfisch)  does,  than  that  the 
most  highly  developed  Dionkey  should  ever  frame  a 
grammatical  language,  because  a  bird  sings.  To  ad- 
mit everything  as  conceivable,  may  be  very  excellent 
in  theory,  and,  as  mere  logicians,  we  may  all  admit 
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that  the  sun  need  not  rise  to-morrow.  It  is  con- 
oeiTable  that  trees  should  grow  into  the  sky^  and  that 
birds  should  fly  into  the  moon.  To  sav  that  thev 
would  die,  is  saying  nothing ;  for  why  should  they 
not  possess  the  power  of  adapting  themselves  to 
new  environments,  a  power  so  largely  claimed  for  all 
other  beings  ? 

But  I  doubt  whether  that  neutral  state  of  mind  is 
the  best  adapted  for  real  work,  and  for  the  advance- 
ment of  real  knowledge.  The  chemist  who,  for  the 
time  being,  denies  the  possibility  or  at  least  the 
admissibility  of  a  decomposition  of  what  he  calls 
elementary  substances,  and  who  declares  a  change  of 
lifeless  into  living  matter  as  for  the  present  incon- 
ceivable, is  far  more  likely  to  advance  his  science  than 
he  who  from  the  beginning  looks  upou  everything  as 
possible,  and  who  considers  the  Broad  Lines  which 
keep  order  in  nature  and  render  many  things  im- 
possible, as  purely  imaginary  limits. 

It  seems  to  me  far  more  useful  if  philosophers 
would  try  to  discover  why  there  are  such  hard  and 
£u3t  lines  drawn  across  the  vast  plan  of  nature, 
why  certain  creatures  never  pass  certain  limits, 
and  why  man,  for  instance,  was  able  or  was  forced 
to  generalise,  to  form  a  world  of  concepts  or  roots, 
to  derive  from  these  roots,  names  of  new  concepts, 
to  elaborate,  in  fact,  language  and  reason,  and  then 
to  make  language  the  foundation  of  a  culture,  which 
marvellous  as  it  is  in  our  century,  is  probably  the 
seed  only  for  a  future  growth  far  richer  than  has  yet 
been  witnessed. 

If  we  do  not  simply  play  with  words,  if  we  take 
conceivable  in  that  sense  which  it  has  among  pro- 
fessional  students  of  every  science,  viz.  something 
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which  is  in  accordance  with  known  facts,  then  we 
ought  not  to  say  that  the  elaboration  of  language 
by  any  animal,  except  man«  is  conceivable ;  but,  on 
the  contrary,  it  becomes  our  duty  to  warn  the  valiant 
disciples  of  Darwin  that,  before  they  can  daim  a  real 
victory,  before  they  can  call  man  a  descendant  of 
a  mute  animal,  they  must  lay  a  regular  siege  to  a 
fortress  which  is  not  to  be  frightened  into  submission 
by  a  few  random  shots,  the  fortress  of  language,  which, 
as  yet  stands  imtaken  and  unshaken  on  the  very 
frontiers  between  the  animal  kingdom  and  the  king- 
dom of  man. 

Let  us  now  see  what  Darwin  himself  has  to  say 
Darwin  on  the  ^^  support  of  his  opiuiou  that  man  does 
Descent  of  not  date  from  the  same  period  which  marks 
"^  the  beginning  of  organic  life  on  earth, 
that  he  has  not  an  ancestor  of  his  own,  like  the  other 
great  families  of  living  beings,  but  that  he  had  to 
wait  till  the  mammals  had  reached  a  high  degree  of 
development,  and  that  he  then  stepped  into  the  world 
as  the  young  or  as  the  child  of  an  ape.  Much  stress 
has  been  laid  on  this,  as  a  kind  of  salve  to  our 
wounded  pride,  that  man  need  not  consider  himself 
as  the  direct  descendant  of  any  living  kind  of  ape  ^ 
and  that  he  may  be  laterally  only,  not  lineally  de- 
scended from  a  catarrhine  ape.  I  see  no  meaning 
in  this,  nor  have  I  ever  understood  how  the  wounded 
pride  of  man  could  be  an  element  in  our  search  for 
truth.  The  question  is  not  whether  the  belief  that 
animals  so  distant  as  a  man,  a '  monkey,  an  elephant, 
and  a  humming-bird,  a  snake,  a  frog,  and  a  fish  could 
all  have  sprung  from  the  same  parents  is  monstrous  ^ 

*  Haeckel,  Vorlesungen,  p.  577. 

*  Darwin's  Descent,  voL  i.  p.  203. 
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but  simply  and  solelj  whether  it  can  be  proved. 
Appeals  to  the  pride  or  humilitv  of  man,  to  scientific 
courage  or  religious  piety,  are  all  equally  out  of  place. 
We  do  not  complain  of  the  injustice  or  indignity 
of  our  having  individually  to  be  bom  or  to  die,  of 
our  passing  through  the  different  stages  of  embryonic 
life,  of  our  being  made  of  dust^  that  is  of  exactly 
the  same  chemical  materials  from  which  the  bodies 
of  animals  are  built  up  \  Fact  against  fact^  argument 
against  argument,  that  is  the  rule  of  scientific  warfare ; 
a  is^rarfare  in  which  to  confess  oneself  convinced  or 
vanquished  by  truth  is  often  far  more  honourable 
than  victory. 

But  while  protesting  against  these  sentimental 
outcries,  we  ought  not  to  allow  ourselves  to  be  in- 
timidated either  by  scientific  clamour.  It  seems  to 
me  a  mere  dogmatic  assertion  to  say '  *  that  it  would 
be  unscientific  to  consider  the  hand  of  a  man  or  a 
monkey,  the  foot  of  a  horse,  the  flipper  of  a  seal, 
the  wing  of  a  bat,  as  having  been  formed  on  the 
same  ideal  plan/  Even  if  *  their  descent  from  a 
common  progenitor,  together  with  their  adaptation 
to  diversified  conditions,'  were  proved  by  irrefragable 
evidence^  the  conception  of  a  general  ideal  plan 
would  remain  perfectly  legitimate.  I  can  understand 
the  view  of  the  evolutionist,  who  looks  upon  an  organ 
as  so  much  protoplasm,  which,  according  to  circum- 
stances, may  assume  any  conceivable  form,  and  who 
treats  all  environing  circumstances  as  facts  requiring 
no  explanation ;  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that 
Kant's  view  is  altogether  unphilosophical  when  he 
says,  '  Every  change  in  a  substance  depends  on  its 

^  Bradley,  Principles  of  Logic,  p.  466. 
*  Darwin,  Descent^  vol.  i.  p.  32. 
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connection  with  and  reciprocal  action  on  other  sub- 
stances, and  that  reciprocal  action  cannot  be  ex- 
plained, except  through  a  Divine  mind,  as  the  common 
cause  of  both^/  At  all  events,  the  conception  that 
all  these  modifications  in  the  ascending  scale  of 
animal  life  are  the  result  of  natural  selection,  tran- 
scends the  horizon  of  our  understanding  quite  as 
much  as  the  conception  that  the  whole  creation  was 
foreseen  at  once,  and  that  what  seems  to  us  the  result 
of  adaptation  through  myriads  of  years,  was  seen  as 
a  whole  from  beginning  to  end  by  the  wisdom  and 
power  of  a  Divine  Mind.  I  do  not  adopt  that 
language,  at  least  not  in  its  usual  sense.  To  my  mind 
both  these  views  are  transcendent,  both  belong  to  the 
domain  of  faith ;  but  if  it  were  possible  to  measure 
the  wonders  of  this  imiverse  by  degrees,  I  confess 
that  the  self-evolution  of  a  cell  which  contains  within 
itself  the  power  of  becoming  a  man,  or  the  admission 
of  a  protoplasm  which  in  a  given  number  of  years 
would  develop  into  ahomunculusora  Shakespeare, 
nay,  the  mere  formation  of  a  nucleus  which  would 
change  the  moneres  into  an  amoeba,  would  far  exceed 
in  marvellousness  all  the  speculations  of  Plato  and  the 
wonders  of  Genesis.  The  two  extremes  of  scientific 
research  and  mythological  speculation  seem  sometimes 
on  the  point  of  meeting ;  and  when  I  listen  to  the 
language  of  the  most  advanced  biologists,  I  almost 
imagine  I  am  listening  to  one  of  the  ancient  hymns 
of  the  Veda,  and  that  we  shall  soon  have  to  say 
again,  *  In  the  beginning  there  was  the  golden  egg.' 
It  is  easy  to  understand  that  the  Darwinian  school, 
having  brought  itself  to  look  upon  the  divers  forms 

*  Zeller,  Zur  Geschichte  der  Deutschen  Philosophie,  p.  413. 
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of  living  animals  as  the  result  of  gradual  development, 
should  have  considered  it  an  act  of  intellectual 
cowardice  to  stop  short  before  man.  The  gap  be- 
tween man  and  the  higher  apes  may,  from  an  ana- 
tomical point  of  view,  be  very  small,  whereas  the 
gap  between  the  ape  and  the  moneres  is  enormous. 
!£,  then,  the  latter  could  be  cleared,  how  could  we 
hesitate  about  the  former  1  Few  of  those  who  have 
read  Darwin  or  Haeckel  could  fail  to  feel  the  force 
of  this  appeal ;  and  so  far  from  showing  a  want  of 
courage,  those  who  resist  it  require  really  all  the 
force  of  intellectual  convictions  to  keep  them  from 
leaping  with  the  rest. 

I  cannot  follow  Darwin,  because  I  hold  that  this 
question  is  not  to  be  decided  in  an  ana-  Language  as 
tomical  theatre  only.  By  no  eflTort  of  the  ^^^  ^i^^^ 
understanding,  by  no  stretch  of  imagina-  tween  animal 
tion,  can  I  explain  to  myself  how  language  *^*^  ™*^- 
could  have  grown  out  of  anything  which  animals 
possess,  even  if  we  granted  them  millions  of  years 
for  that  purpose.  If  anything  has  a  right  to  the 
name  of  specific  difference,  it  is  language,  as  we 
find  it  in  man,  and  in  man  only.  Even  if  we  re- 
moved the  name  of  specific  difference  from  our  philo- 
sophic dictionaries,  I  should  still  hold  that  nothing 
deserves  the  name  of  man  except  what  is  able  to 
speak.  If  Mr.  Mill^  maintains  that  a  rational  ele- 
phant could  not  be  called  a  man,  all  depends  on 
what  he  means  by  rational.  But  it  may  certainly 
be  said  with  equal,  and  even  greater  truth,  that  a 
speaking  elephant,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  word,  could 
never  be  called  an  elephant.     I  can  bring  myself  to 


'  Logic,  i.  38. 
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imagine  with  evolutionist  philosophers  that  that 
most  wonderful  of  organs,  the  eye,  has  been  developed 
out  of  a  pigmentary  spot,  and  the  ear  out  of  a 
particularly  sore  place  in  the  skin ;  that,  in  fact,  an 
animal  without  any  organs  of  sense  may  in  time 
grow  into  an  animal  with  organs  of  sense.  I  say 
I  can  imagine  it,  and  I  should  not  feel  justified  in 
classing  such  a  theory  as  utterly  inconceivable.  But 
taking  all  that  is  called  animal  on  one  side,  and  man 
on  the  other,  I  must  call  it  inconceivable  that  any 
known  animal  could  ever  develop  language. 

Professor  Schleicher,  though  an  enthusiastic  ad- 
Schleicher  mirer  of  Darwin,  observed  once  jokingly, 
on  lang-oAge.  ^u^  not  without  a  deep  irony,  '  If  a  pig 
were  ever  to  say  to  me,  "  I  am  a  pig,"  it  would  ipso 
facto  cease  to  be  a  pig.'  This  shows  how  strongly  he 
felt  that  language  was  out  of  the  reach  of  any  animal, 
and  constituted  the  exclusive  or  specific  property 
of  man.  I  do  not  wonder  that  Darwin  and  other 
philosophers  belonging  to  his  school  should  not  feel 
the  diflSculty  of  language  as  it  was  felt  by  Professor 
Schleicher,  who,  though  a  Darwinian,  was  also  one 
of  our  best  students  of  the  Science  of  Language. 
But  those  who  know  best  what  language  is,  and 
still  more,  what  it  presupposes,  cannot,  however 
Darwinian  they  may  be  on  other  points,  ignore  the 
veto  which,  as  yet,  that  science  enters  against  the 
last  step  in  Darwin's  philosophy. 

Let  us  examine  Darwin's  line  of  argument  a  little 

Darwin's      Dttorc  closcly  ^     He  says  that  in  a  series 

inmmsibie     of   forms    graduating    insensibly    from 

d^rees.      gome  apc-likc  creature  to  man  as  he  now 


1  Descent,  ^ol- 1*  P-  235. 
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exists,  it  would  be  intcfifevr.-Le  Vf  £x  ;r.  ^'.t  iedrLfte 
point  where  the  tersi  *  m-iz. '  irigi  *  v>  rje  zs^ 

My  objectioc^  to  lijeae  w:ria  .f  I>4nrlr.  ir*:  nr/> 
fold  :  first,  as  to  firm  ;  aeccoilj,  ^%  v^  **.- '^scaruae- 

With  regard  to  tLe  zirzc.  -k^-jl  Itirrlr*  bis  ^€« 
to  his  STgnmec^x,  it  i>eei  L«r  ilj  \e  j>::i:tfri  cnt  tLtt 
he  takes  for  granv^i  ii.  tl'.«e  zr-etr.!-*  wLit  ^  to  be 
established  in  tL-er  a  zj-/ -j^l  .z^  I:  tr^rrre  eil*t:^  a 
series  gradual  :i:^  ii.srr::s:i.lj  5^.r::,  ••'.cr--^:  *p5^-lIke 
cieatore  to  man,  theii,  zo  djJ'^%  tL*  Terr  £a«'::t  tLit 
the  graduation  is  it.s^:i*;ble  ^rS^l  yTrf:\'^ifz  UJt 
possibility  of  fixir-g  en  anj  d-=:£i.:te  p •  I-t  -aflvere  the 
animal  ends  and  inan  r^rt'ii.^  T:^'*-  L'^-reTtr,  Hiav 
be  a  mere  slip  of  tLe  pen,  a::!  zijizy,  i^Te  been 
passed  by  unnoticed  if  it  w«ere  r.-/:  t\.^t  tL-?  saioe 
kind  of  arguii^Erct  occir*  n  :t  t:r.fre5-:-^r^t'y  i^  th-t 
works  of  Darwiii'd  f:I':rirer3u  Wh-^r^-ev^r  tr.e  dis- 
tance between  the  two  yilz.*^  :n  tL-e  cr-^n  of  cr^Ation 
seems  too  great,  ar.i  th^re  is  i.:*  cr-ar^':e  of  fir^ding 
the  missing  lir.ks,  we  are  tcA  ag-^n  ar.d  a^'ain 
that  we  have  oily  xo  iic-i^ae  a  large  nurcber  of 
intermediate  being%  ini^rjih/ly  al.rt.i.'-g  np  or  stljzlixg 
down,  in  order  to  remove  a.  I  dlScriltv. 

Whenever  I  meet  w:th  this  line  of  Tesia»'jz^'j[, 
I  cannot  help  tLixJcii-g  of  an  arg-^ment  csed  ry 
Hindu  theologViZJi  in  their  erjd-eavovira  to  defend  tr.e 
possibility  and  the  tmtr*  of  a  Di'.-ine  reveiat;  ,m  T'fieir 
opponents  say  that  between  a  Divir-e  Eein^r,  who 
they  admit  is  in  poe»eyd.fD  of  the  truth,  ai^i  human 
beings  who  are  to  receive  the  trith  there  is  a  gulf 
which  nothing  can  briige  over;  ar^d  they  go  on  to 
say  that,  admitting  that  Divine  truth,  as  revealed, 
was  perfect  in  the  Reve««ler,  yet  the  same  Divine 
truth,  as  seen  ly  hum^n  beings,  must  be  liable  to 
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all  the  accidents  of  human  frailty  and  fallibility. 
The  orthodox  BrAhmans  grow  very  angry  at  this,  and 
appealing  to  their  sacred  books,  they  maintain  that 
there  was  between  the  Divine  and  the  human  a 
chain  of  intermediate  beings,  Rishis  or  seers,  as  they 
call  them ;  that  the  first  generation  of  these  seers 
was,  say,  nine-tenths  divine  and  one-tenth  human  ; 
the  second,  eight-tenths  divine  and  two-tenths  human ; 
the  third,  seven-tenths  divine  and  three-tenths  human  ; 
that  each  of  these  generations  handed  down  revealed 
truth,  till  at  last  it  reached  the  ninth  generation, 
which  was  one-tenth  divine  and  nine-tenths  human, 
and  by  them  was  preached  to  ordinary  mortals, 
being  ten-tenths  or  altogether  human.  In  this  way 
they  feel  convinced  that  the  gulf  between  the  Divine 
and  the  human  is  safely  bridged  over;  and  they 
might  use  the  veiy  words  of  Mr.  Darwin,  that  in  this 
series  of  forms  graduating  insensibly  from  the 
Divine  to  the  human,  it  is  impossible  to  fix  on  any 
definite  point  where  the  term  'man'  ought  to  be  used. 
This  old  fallacy  of  first  imagining  a  continuous 
scale,  and  then  pointing  out  its  indivisibility,  affects 
more  or  less  all  systems  of  philosophy  which  wish 
to  get  rid  of  specific  distinctions.  That  fallacy  lurks 
in  the  word  *  Development,'  which  is  now  so  exten- 
sively used,  but  which  requires  very  careful  testing, 
before  it  should  be  allowed  to  become  a  current  coin 
in  philosophical  transactions.  The  admission  of  this 
insensible  gradation  would  eliminate,  not  only  the 
difference  between  ape  and  man,  but  likewise  tetweeii 
black  and  white,  hot  and  cold,  a  high  and  a  low  note 
in  music ;  in  fact,  it  would  do  away  with  the  possi- 
bility of  all  exact  and  definite  knowledge,  by  remov- 
ing those  wonderful  lines  and  laws  of  nature  which 
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change  the  Chaos  into  a  Kosmos,  the  Infinite  into 
the  Finite,  and  which  enable  ns  to  count,  to  tell, 
and  to  know. 

There  have  always  been  philosophers  who  have 
an  eve  for  the  Infinite  or  the  Indefinite  _  , , . 
only,  who  see  All  in  One,  and  One  in  All. 
One  of  the  greatest  sages  of  antiquity,  nay,  of  the 
whole  world,  Herakleitos  (460  B.  c),  summed  up  the 
experience  of  his  life  in  the  famous  words,  iravra 
X«per  KOI  ovSev  fievei^  *  All  is  moving,  and  nothing  is 
fixed,'  or  as  we  should  say,  '  All  is  growing,  all  is 
developing,  all  is  evolving.'  But  this  view  of  the 
universe  was  met,  it  may  be  by  anticipation,  by  the 
followers  of  Pythagoras.  When  Pythagoras  was 
asked  what  was  the  wisest  of  all  things,  he 
replied,  'Number,'  and  next  to  it,  *He  who  gave 
names  to  all  things.'  How  should  we  translate  this 
enigmatical  saying?  I  believe,  in  modern  philoso- 
phical language,  it  would  run  like  this :  '  True  know- 
ledge is  impossible  without  definite  concepts  (that 
is,  number),  and  without  definite  signs  for  these 
concepts  (that  is,  language).' 

The  Herakleitean  view  is  now  again  in  the 
ascendant.  All  is  changing,  all  is  developing,  all  is 
evolving.  Ask  any  evolutionist  philosopher  whether 
he  can  conceive  any  two  things  so  heterogeneous 
that,  given  a  few  millions  of  years  and  plenty  of 
environment,  the  one  could  not  develop  into  the  other, 
and  I  believe  he  will  say.  No.  I  do  not  argue  here 
against  this  line  of  thought ;  on  the  contrary,  I 
believe  that  in  one  sphere  of  mental  aspirations  it 
has  its  legitimate  place.  What  I  protest  against 
is  this,  that  in  the  sphere  of  exact  knowledge  we 
should  allow  ourselves   to    be   deceived  by  inexact 
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language  ^  *  Insensible  gradation '  is  self-contra- 
dictory. Translated  into  English,  it  means  grada- 
tion without  gradation,  degrees  without  degrees,  or 
something  which  is  at  the  same  time  perceptible  and 
imperceptible.  Millions  of  years  will  never  render 
the  distance  between  two  points,  however  near  to 
each  other,  imperceptible.  If  the  evolutionist  philo- 
sopher asks  for  a  few  millions  of  years,  the  specialist 
philosopher  asks  for  eyes  that  will  magnify  a  few 
million  times,  and  the  Bank  which  supplies  the 
one  wiU  readily  supply  the  other.  Exact  science 
has  nothing  to  do  with  insensible  gradation.  It 
counts  thousands  of  vibrations  that  make  our  im- 
perfect ears  hear  definite  tones;  it  counts  millions 
of  vibrations  that  make  our  weak  eyes  see  definite 
colours.  It  counts,  it  tells,  it  names,  and  then  it 
knows;  though  it  knows  at  the  same  time  that, 
beyond  the  thousands  and  beyond  the  millions  of 
vibrations,  there  is  that  which  man  can  neither 
count,  nor  teU,  nor  name,  nor  know,  the  Unknown, 
the  Unknowable,  the  Infinite,  the  Divine. 


^  Chamisso,  in  his '  Voyage  round  the  World,*  1815-1818  (Works, 
vol.  i.  p.  317),  says,  '  I  have  indeed  during  my  life  written  many  a 
fairy-story,  but  I  take  care  that  in  scientific  researches  fancy  should 
never  carry  me  beyond  the  boundaries  of  experience.  I  cannot  find 
rest  intellectually  in  such  a  Nature  as  the  believers  in  metamor- 
phosis have  invented.  Species  and  genera  must  be  constant,  or 
they  are  not  species  and  genera.  What  would  separate  me,  homo 
sapiens,  from  the  animal,  the  perfect  or  imperfect,  from  the  plant, 
the  perfect  or  imperfect,  if  every  individual  could  progressively  or 
retrogressively  paes  from  one  state  to  another  ?  I  see  in  my  algae 
nothing  but  a  sphaerococcus,  grown  on  a  conferva,  not  as  the 
mistletoe  grows  on  a  tree,  but  like  a  moss  or  lichen/  (Some  of 
the  sea-plants  which  Chamisso  had  brought  home  from  the  Cape 
had  been  used  as  evidence  in  favour  of  the  transition  of  species  and 
genera.) 
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But  if  we  return  to  Darwin's  argument,  and  simply 
leave  out  the  word  *  insensibly,'  which  begs  the 
whole  question,  we  shaU  then  have  to  meet  his 
statement,  that  in  a  series  of  forms  graduating  from 
some  ape-like  creature  to  man  as  he  now  is,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  fix  on  any  definite  point  where  the 
term  '  man '  ought  to  be  used.  This  statement  I 
meet  by  a  simple  negative.  Even  admitting,  for 
argument's  sake,  the  existence  of  a  series  of  beings 
intermediate  between  ape  and  man — a  series  which, 
as  Darwin  himself  repeatedly  states,  does  not  exist  ^ 
— I  maintain  that  the  point  where  the  animal  ends 
and  man  begins  could  be  determined  with  absolute 
precision,  for  it  would  be  coincident  with  the  begin- 
ning of  the  Radical  Period  of  language,  with  the 
first  formation  of  general  concepts,  embodied  in  the 
only  form  in  which  we  find  concepts  embodied,  viz. 
in  the  roots  of  our  language. 

Darwin  was,  of  course,  not  unprepared  for  that 
answer.     He  remembered  the  old  pun  of     D'arwin's 
Hobbes,  Homo  animal  rationale,  quia     arguments 

X*  1/  ■  1*1  '1       MTunst  Lan- 

orationale   (man   is    a   rational   animal,    T,agea8a 
because     he  Ms    an     orational     animal),       specific 
and  he  makes   every  effort   in  order  to 
eliminate   language   as  something   unattainable    by 
the    animal,    as    something    peculiar    to     man,   as 
a  specific   difference  between   man  and  beast.     In 
every  book   on   Logic,  language   is   quoted  as   the 
specific  difference  between  man  and  all  other  beings. 
Thus  we  read  in  Mr.  MiU's  Logic  ^:  *The  attribute 
of  being  capable  of  understanding  a  language  is  a 
proprium  of  the  species  man,  since,  without  being 


'  Descent,  vol.  i.  p.  185.  ^  Vol.  i.  p.  180. 
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connoted  by  the  word,  it  follows  from  an  attribute 
which  the  word  does  connote,  viz.  from  the  attribute 
of  rationality/ 

It  is  curious  to  observe  how  even  Darwin  seems, 
in  some  places^  fully  prepared  to  admit  this.  Thus 
he  actually  says  in  one  passage^,  'Articulate  lan- 
guage is  peculiar  to  man/  In  former  days  we  could 
not  have  wished  for  a  fuller  admission,  for  peculiar 
then  meant  the  same  as  specific,  something  that 
constitutes  a  species,  or  something  which  belongs  to 
a  person  in  exclusion  of  all  others.  But  in  a  philo- 
sophy which  looks  upon  all  living  beings  as  developed 
from  four  or  five  primordial  cells,  there  can,  in  strict 
logic,  exist  four  or  five  really  and  truly  peculiar 
characters  only,  and  it  is  therefore  clear  that  peculiar, 
when  used  by  Mr.  Darwin,  does  not  mean  what  it 
would  have  meant,  if  employed  by  others. 

As  if  to  soften  the  admission  which  he  had  made 
as  to  articulate  language  being  peculiar  to  man, 
Darwin  continues :  *  But  man  uses,  in  common  with 
the  lower  animals,  inarticulate  cries  to  express  his 
meaning,  aided  by  gestures  and  the  movements  of 
the  muscles  of  the  face.'  No  one  would  deny  this. 
There  are  many  things  besides,  which  man  shares 
in  common  with  animals.  In  fact,  the  discovery 
that  man  is  an  animal  was  not  made  yesterday,  and 
no  one  seemed  to  be  disturbed  by  that  discovery. 
Man,  however,  was  formerly  called  a  'rational 
animal,'  and  the  question  is,  whether  he  possesses 
anything  peculiar  to  himself,  or  whether  he  repre- 
sents only  the  highest  form  of  perfection  to  which 
an  animal,  under  favourable  circumstances,  may 
attain.      Darwin   dwells    more   fully   on  the   same 

^  Descent,  vol,  i.  p.  54. 
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point,  viz.  on  that  kind  of  language  which  man 
shares  in  common  with  animals,  when  he  says,  '  This 
holds  good,  especially  with  the  more  simple  and 
vivid  feelings,  which  are  but  little  connected  with 
our  higher  intelligence.  Our  cries  of  pain,  fear, 
surprise,  anger,  together  with  their  appropriate 
actions,  and  the  murmur  of  a  mother  to  her  beloved 
child,  are  more  expressive  than  any  words.' 

No  doubt  they  are.  A  tear  is  more  expressive 
than  a  sigh,  a  sigh  is  more  expressive  than  a  speech, 
and  silence  itself  is  sometimes  more  eloquent  than 
words.  Saepe  tacens  vocem  verbaque  vultus 
habet.  But  all  this  is  not  language  in  the  true 
sense  of  the  word. 

Darwin  himself  feels  evidently  that  he  has  not 
said  all ;  he  struggles  manfully  with  the  difficulties 
before  him  ;  nay,  he  really  represents  the  case  against 
himself  as  strongly  as  possible.  '  It  is  not  the  mere 
power  of  articulation,'  he  continues,  *  that  distin- 
guishes man  from  other  animals,  for,  as  every  one 
knows,  paiTots  can  talk  ;  but  it  is  his  large  power  of 
connecting  definite  sounds  with  definite  ideas.' 

Here,  then,  we  might  again  imagine  that  Darwin 
admitted  all  we  want,  viz.  that  some  kind  of  language 
is  peculiar  to  man,  and  distinguishes  man  from  other 
animals  ;  that,  supposing  man  to  be,  up  to  a  certain 
point,  no  more  than  an  animal,  he  perceived  that  what 
made  man  to  differ  from  all  other  animals  was  some- 
thing nowhere  to  be  found  except  in  man,  nowhere 
indicated  even  in  the  whole  series  of  living  beings, 
beginning  with  the  Bathybius  Haeckelii,  and 
ending  with  the  tail-less  ape.  But,  no  ;  there  follows, 
immediately  after,  the  finishing  sentence,  extorted 
rather,  it  seems  to  me,  than  naturally  flowing  from 
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his  pen,  *  This  obviously  depends  on  the  development 
of  the  mental  faculties/ 

What  can  be  the  meaning  of  this  sentence  ?  If 
it  refers  to  the  mental  faculties  of  man,  then  no  doubt 
it  may  be  said  to  be  obvious.  But  if  it  is  meant  to 
refer  to  the  mental  fiiculties  of  the  gorilla,  then, 
whether  it  be  true  or  not,  it  is,  at  all  events,  so  far 
from  being  obvious,  that  the  very  opposite  might  be 
called  so — I  mean  the  fact  that  no  development  of 
mental  faculties  has  ever  enabled  one  single  animal 
to  connect  one  single  definite  idea  with  one  single 
definite  word. 

I  do  not  deny  that  there  is  some  force  in  Darwin's 
remark,  that  both  man  and  monkey  are  born  without 
language :  but  the  real  problem  which  this  remark 
places  before  us  is  why  a  man  always  learns  to  speak, 
a  monkey  never ;  why  a  Fuegian  savage,  though 
when  caught  only  able  to  cluck  like  a  hen  (teste 
Darwin),  learns,  when  brought  to  England,  to  talk 
a  little  English  (teste  Darwin),  but  a  Gorilla  never^ 
Are  facts  to  be  of  no  value  any  longer  ?  If  we  say 
that  under  favourable  circumstances,  an  unknown 
kind  of  primeval  monkey  may  have  learnt  to  speak, 
and  thus,  though  his  descendants,  have  become  what 
he  is  now,  viz.  a  man,  we  deal  in  fairy  stories,  but 
not  in  scientific  research.  Darwin  says  that  *  lan- 
guage is  certainly  not  a  true  instinct,  as  every 
language  has  to  be  learnt.'  Yes,  every  language  has 
to  be  learnt,  but  who  made  the  language  that  has 
to  be  learnt?  It  matters  little  whether  we  call 
language  an  instinct,  a  gift,  a  talent,  a  faculty,  or 

*  Narrative  of  Surveying  Voyages  of  the  Adventure  and  Beagle, 
vol.  ii.  pp.  2,  131,  189;  Dr.  Bateman,  Darwinism  tested  by  Lan- 
guage, p.  30. 
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the  proprium  of  Man;  certain  it  is  that  neither 
language,  nor  the  power  of  language,  nor  the  con- 
ditions under  which  alone  language  can  exist,  are  to 
be  discovered  anywhere  in  the  whole  animal  kingdom, 
except  in  man. 

I  confess  that  after  reading  again  and  again  what 
Darwin  has  written  on  the  subject  of  language, 
I  cannot  understand  how  he  could  bring  himself  to 
sum  up  the  subject  as  follows  :  *  We  have  seen  that 
the  faculty  of  articulate  speech  in  itself  does  not 
offer  any  insuperable  objection  to  the  belief  that  man 
has  been  developed  from  some  lower  animal.' 

Now  the  fact  is  that  not  a  single  instance  has 
ever  been  adduced  of  any  animal  trying  or  learning 
to  speak,  still  less  of  forming  a  language  ;  nor  has  it 
been  explained  by  any  scliolar  or  philosopher  how 
that  barrier  of  language  which  divides  man  from  all 
animals  might  be  effectually  crossed.  I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  there  are  no  arguments  which  might  be 
urged,  either  in  favour  of  animals  possessing  the 
gift  of  language,  but  preferring  not  to  use  it  \  or  as 
tending  to  show  that  living  beings,  to  use  the  words 
of  Demokritos,  speak  naturally  and  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  they  cough,  sneeze,  bellow,  bark, 
or  sigh.  But  Darwin  has  never  told  us  what  he 
thinks  on  this  point.  He  refers  to  certain  writers  on 
the  origin  of  language,  who  consider  that  the  first 
materials  of  language  are  either  interjections  or  imi- 
tations ;  but  their  writings  in  no  wise  support  the 
theory  that  animals  also  could,  either  out  of  their  own 
barkings  and  bellowings,  or  out  of  the  imitative  sounds 
of  mocking-birds,  have  elaborated  anything  like  what 
we  mean  by  language,  even  among  the  lowest  savages. 

'  See  Wundt,  MeDBchen  und  Thierseele,  yoL  ii.  p.  265. 
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It  may  be  in  the  recollection  of  some  of  my 
readers  that,  in  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of 
Language,  when  speaking  of  Demokritos  and  some 
of  his  later  followers,  I  called  his  theory  on  the 
origin  of  language  the  Bow-wow  theory,  because 
I  felt  certain  that,  if  this  theory  were  only  called  by 
its  right  name,  it  would  require  no  further  refu- 
tation. It  might  have  seemed  for  a  time,  to  judge 
from  the  protests  that  were  raised  against  that  name, 
as  if  there  had  been  in  the  nineteenth  century  scholars 
holding  this  Demokritean  theory  in  all  its  crudity. 
But  it  required  but  very  little  mutual  explanation 
before  these  scholars  perceived  that  there  was  be- 
tween them  and  me  but  little  diflference,  and  that  all 
which  the  followers  of  Bopp  insisted  on  as  a  sine 
qua  non  of  scholarship  was  the  admission  of  roots, 
definite  in  their  form,  from  which  to  derive,  accord- 
ing to  strict  phonetic  laws,  every  word  that  admits 
of  etymological  analysis,  whether  in  English  and 
Sanskrit,  or  in  Arabic  and  Hebrew,  or  in  Mongolian 
and  Finnish.  For  philological  purposes  it  matters 
little,  as  I  said  in  1866,  what  opinion  we  hold  on  the 
origin  of  roots  so  long  as  we  agree  that,  with  the 
exception  of  a  number  of  purely  mimetic  expressions, 
all  words,  such  as  we  find  them,  whether  in  English 
or  in  Sanskrit,  encumbered  with  prefixes  and  suffixes, 
and  mouldering  away  under  the  action  of  phonetic 
decay,  must  in  the  last  instance  be  trax^d  back,  by 
means  of  definite  phonetic  laws,  to  those  definite 
primary  forms  which  we  are  accustomed  to  call  roots. 
These  roots  stand  like  barriers  between  the  chaos 
and  the  kosmos  of  human  speech.  Whoever  admits 
the  historical  character  of  roots,  whatever  opinion  he 
may  hold  on  their  origin,  is  not  a  Demokritean,  does 
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Dot  hold  that  theorv  which  I  called  the  Bow-wow 
theoiy,  and  cannot  be  quoted  in  support  of  Darwin's 
opinion  that  the  cries  of  animals  represent  the  earliest 
stage  in  the  language  of  man. 

If  we  speak  simply  of  the  materials,  not  of  the 
elements,  of  language — and  the  distinction  Materials  and 
between  these  two  words  is  but  too  often  Elements  of 
overlooked — then,  no  doubt,  we  may  say  ^**^*8«- 
that  the  phonetic  materials  of  the  cries  of  animals 
and  the  languages  of  man  are  the  same.  All  that 
can  be  said  on  the  possible  transition  from  the  cries 
of  animals  and  our  own  cries  of  pain  and  joy  to  articu- 
late speech,  has  been  well  said  two  thousand  years 
ago,  when  Lucretius  wrote  (v.  1056),  in  his  own  per- 
suasive way : — 

PoBtremo,  quid  in  hac  mirabile  tantopere  est  re, 

Si  genus  humanum,  cui  yox  et  lingua  vigerct, 

Pro  vario  sensu  yaria  res  voce  notaret, 

Cum  pecudes  mutae,  cum  denique  saecla  ferarum 

Dissimiles  soleant  voces  variasque  ciere, 

Cum  metus  aut  dolor  est,  et  cum  jam  gaudia  gliscunt.  .  .  . 

Ergo,  si  varii  sensus  animalia  cogunt, 

Muta  tamen  cum  sint,  varias  emittere  voces, 

Quanto  mortalis  magis  aequum  est  turn  potuisse 

Dissimiles  alia  atque  alia  res  voce  notare. 

Yet  I  think  that  those  ancient  philosophers  who, 
like  Plato,  declared  the  origin  of  language  as  simply 
incomprehensible  to  them,  must  have  pondered  more 
deeply  on  the  nature  of  language  and  thought  than 
even  Lucretius,  though  they  might  have  shrunk  from 
the  admission  to  which  Plato  is  driven  in  the  Kratylos, 
that  words  could  not  have  been  originally  imposed 
on  things  except  by  a  superhuman  power. 

But  even  after  having  traced  back  some  at  least 
of  the  material  elements  of  language  to  interjections 
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and  imitations,  people  ought  not  to  imagine  for  one 
moment  that  thev  have  thus  accounted  for  the  real 
elements  of  language.  We  may  account  for  the 
materials  of  many  things,  without  thereby  accounting 
for  the  function  which  they  perform.  If  we  were  to 
take  a  number  of  flints,  more  or  less  carefully  chipped 
and  shaped  and  sharpened,  and  were  to  say  that 
these  flints  are  just  the  same  as  other  flints  found  by 
thousands  in  fields  and  quarries,  this  would  be  about 
as  true  as  to  assert  that  the  materials  of  language 
are  the  same  as  the  cries  of  animals  or,  it  may  be, 
the  sounds  of  bells.  And  if  I  were  to  say  that  apes 
had  been  seen  to  use  flints  \  that  thev  could  not  have 
helped  discovering  that  sharp-edged  flints  were  the 
most  eflfective,  and  would  therefore  have  either  made 
a  selection  of  them  or  tried  to  imitate  them,  that 
is  to  say,  to  give  to  raw  flints  a  sharp  edge — that 
therefore  the  presence  of  highly-finished  flints  does 
in  no  way  prove  the  presence  of  man — what  would 
antiquaries  say  to  such  heresies?  And  yet  to  say 
that  no  traces  of  human  workmanship  can  be  dis- 
covered in  these  flints^  that  they  in  nowise  prove 
the  early  existence  of  man,  or  that  there  is  no  in- 
superable objection  to  the  belief  that  these  flints 
were  made  by  apes,  cannot  sound  half  so  incongruous 
to  them  as  to  be  told  that  the  first  grammatical  edge 
might  have  been  imparted  to  our  words  by  some 
lower  animals,  or  that,  the  materials  of  language 
being  given,  everything  else,  from  the  neighing  of 
a  horse  to  the  lyric  poetry  of  Goethe,  was  a  mere 
question  of  development. 

*  '  The  Pavians  in  Eastern  Africa.'     See  Caspari,  Urgeschichte, 
vol.  i.  p.  244. 

'  See  Whitley's  Researches  on  Flints  near  Spiennes,  in  Belgium. 
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'Language/ 1  said  many  years  ago  in  my  Lectures^ 
OD  the  Science  of  Language  (1861),  'is  our  Language  the 
Eubicon,  and  no  brute  will  dare  to  cross  it/  Rubicon. 
It  might  seem  indeed  as  if  in  the  concessions  which  I 
have  made,  I  had  myself  done  all  that  could  well  be 
done  to  help  the  brute  across  the  river,  by  showing  on 
diflerent  occasions  how  easy  is  the  transition  from  sen- 
suous vibrations  to  concepts,  from  shouts  to  roots.  An 
attempt  to  minimise  a  diflference  is  often  supposed 
to  arise  from  a  wish  to  remove  it.  A  clever  pleader 
might  say,  *  Why,  does  not  the  very  theory  you  pro- 
pose on  the  origin  of  roots  prove  that  Darwin  is  right  ? 
Have  you  not  shown  yourself  that  animals  possess 
the  materials  of  language  in  interjections ;  that  they 
imitate  the  cries  of  other  animals ;  that  they  com- 
municate with  each  other,  and  give  warnings  by  shrill 
cries ;  that  they  know  their  own  names,  and  under- 
stand the  commands  of  their  masters  ?  Have  you 
not  blessed  us  altogether  by  showing  how  in  some 
cases  at  least  interjections  and  imitations  can  be 
filed  down,  lose  their  sharp  comers,  become  general, 
become,  in  fact,  roots  ?  Surely,  after  this,  Darwin 
will  be  justified  more  than  ever  in  saying  that  the 
language  of  man  is  the  result  of  mere  development, 
and  that  there  must  have  been  one  or  several  gener- 
ations of  mere  animals  who  had  not  yet  generalised 
their  intuitions  and  not  yet  filed  down  the  sharp 
corners  of  their  interjections  ? ' 

Few  philosophers  have  studied  animals  so  closely, 
and  expressed  their  love  and  admiration  Schopenhauer 
for  them   so   strongly,   as   Schopenhauer,    on  animals. 
'Those,'   he  says   in   one   place,  *who  deny  imder- 
standing  to  the  higher  animals,  can  have  very  little 

*  Vol.  i.  p.  403. 

N 
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themselves/  *It  is  true/  he  says  elsewhere,  'that  ani- 
mals cannot  speak  and  laugh.  But  the  dog,  the  only 
real  friend  of  man,  has  something  analogous — his  own 
peculiar,  expressive,  good-natured,  and  thoroughly 
honest  wagging  of  the  tail.  How  far  better  is  this 
natural  greeting  than  the  bows  and  scrapings  and 
grinnings  of  men !  How  much  does  it  surpass  in  sin- 
cerity, for  the  present  at  least,  all  other  assurances  of 
friendship  and  devotion!  How  could  we  endure 
the  endless  deceits,  tricks,  and  frauds  of  men,  if  there 
were  not  dogs  into  whose  honest  faces  we  may  look 
without  mistrust ! '  The  same  philosopher  assigns 
to  animals  both  memory  and  imagination  (Phantasie). 
He  quotes  the  case  of  a  puppy,  unwilling  to  jumj) 
from  a  table,  as  a  proof  that  the  category  of  causality 
belongs  to  animals  also.  But  with  all  this  he  is 
far  too  expert  a  philosopher  to  allow  himself  to  be 
carried  away  by  fanciful  interpretations  of  doubtful 
appearances  into  ignoring  the  barrier  which  separates 
all  animals  from  the  animal  homo.  When  explaining 
the  formation  of  general  concepts  as  the  peculiar  work 
of  reason,  he  states  without  any  hesitation  or  qualifi- 
cation, *  that  it  is  this  function  of  forming  general 
concepts  which  explains  all  the  facts  that  distinguish 
the  life  of  men  from  the  life  of  animals  ^' 

We  have  now  to  see  in  what  this  function  of 
forming  general  concepts  really  consists,  and  if  the 
conclusions  which  we  arrived  at  in  our  first  chapter 
be  right,  there  is  but  one  way  which  can  lead  us 
to  a  solution  of  this  problem,  namely  to  study  the 
growth  of  thought  in  the  history  of  language. 


*  Schopenhauer,  Welt  als  Wille  uiid  Vorstellung,  3  ed.,  i.  7.  46 ;;. 
ii.  72. 


CHAPTER    V- 

THE    CONSTITUENT   ELEMENTS   OF   LANGUAGE. 

I  TRIED  to  prove  in  the  first  chapter  that  the  whole 
of  what  we  call  the  human  mind  is  realised  in  lan- 
guage, and  in  language  only.  Our  next  task  would 
have  been  to  try  to  discover  the  constituent  elements 
of  language,  and  watch  in  their  development  the 
true  historical  development  of  the  human  mind. 
But  before  we  could  safely  approach  this  task,  it 
seemed  necessary  to  remove  a  preliminary  objection 
which  arose  from  the  theory  of  evolution,  aa  inter- 
preted by  Darwin  and  some  of  his  followers,  namely, 
that  as  man  was  the  descendant  of  an  animal,  the 
human  mind  could  not  diflfer  in  kind  from  the  animal 
mind,  and  language  therefore  could  only  be  a  higher 
evolution  of  those  sounds  which  animals  utter,  such 
as  the  roaring  of  lions,  the  barking  of  dogs,  or  the 
singing  of  birds. 

Having  shown,  as  I  hope,  in  Chapters  ii  and  iv, 
that  the  theory  of  evolution,  as  held  by  Darwin  him- 
J«elf,  does  by  no  means  necessitate  the  historical 
descent  of  the  animal  man  from  some  other  kind  of 
animal,  we  now  find  ourselves  free  to  undertake  the 
analysis  of  language  without  any  limitations  as  to 
the  elements  we  ought  to  look  for,  and  we  therefore 
proceed  to  our  task  without  any  let  or  hindrance.     If 

we  should  find  that  the  ultimate  elements  in  our 

f 
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analysis  of  language  turn  out  to  be  the  cries  of  animals, 
more  or  less  successfully  imitated  by  men,  or  some- 
thing like  the  sounds  which  men  utter  themselves 
when  suffering  from  pain  or  joy  or  any  other  powerful 
emotion,  this  would  prove  a  strong  support  of  the 
opinion  of  certain  foUowers  of  Darwin,  stronger  than 
any,  I  should  venture  to  say,  which  has  been  produced 
by  themselves.  If  on  the  contrary  our  analysis  should 
lead  us  to  a  different  result,  we  know  at  all  events 
that  our  rear  is  safe,  and  we  need  no  longer  fear  that 
the  supposed  descent  of  man  from  some  other  animal 
can  again  be  appealed  to  as  proving,  without  any 
further  arguments,  the  utter  futility  of  our  researches. 
When  we  analyse  any  language  and  separate  all 
.  .  that  is  merely  formal  in  words,  we  always 
arrive  in  the  end  at  certain  residua,  which 
resist  further  analysis.  It  matters  little  how  we  call 
these  stubborn  residua,  whether  roots,  or  elements,  or 
phonetic  types.  What  is  important  is  the  fact  that, 
after  we  have  removed  the  whole  crust  of  historical 
growth,  when  we  have  broken  up  every  compound, 
and  separated  every  suflSx,  prefix,  or  infix,  there 
remain  certain  simple  substances  which  will  yield  to 
no  solvent.  This  applies  not  only  to  the  Aryan,  but 
to  the  Semitic  and  Turanian  languages  likewise,  nay, 
to  every  language  which  does  not  consist  of  roots 
only,  such  as  the  ancient  Chinese.  These  simple 
substances  being  granted,  we  can  understand  the 
whole  structure  of  language,  we  can  make  again 
the  language  which  we  have  unmade.  It  was  this 
simple  process  of  etymological  analysis  and  synthesis 
which  I  tried  to  represent  in  as  clear  a  light  as  pos- 
sible in  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language, 
first  published  in  1861. 
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Those  who  have  read  these  lectures  will  remember 
how  strongly  I  opposed  any  attempt  on 
the  part  of  the  students  of  language  to  go  element  in 
bevond  roots,  such  as  we  actually  find  *^;  Soi^ao*  of 
them  at  the  end  of  a  most  careful  analysis. 
It  was  thought  at  the  time  that  my  protests  against 
all  attempts  either  to  go  beyond  roots  or  to  ignore 
them  as  the  types  from  which  all  words  must  be 
derived  were  too  vehement.  But  I  believe  it  is  now 
generally  admitted,  even  by  some  of  my  former  op- 
ponents, that  the  slightest  concession  to  what,  not 
ironically,  but  simply  descriptively,  I  called  tlie 
Bow-wow  and  Pooh-pooh  theories  in  the  etymolo- 
gical analysis  of  words,  would  have  been  utter  ruin 
to  the  character  of  the  Science  of  Language*  It  is 
pleasant  to  find,  as  one  grows  older,  how  certain 
dangerous  tendencies,  which  one  had  to  oppose  with 
all  one  s  might,  simply  vanish  and  are  seen  no  more. 

These  roots  of  language  have  often  been  compared 
to  cells,  the  last  elements  of  all  organic  Roouand 
beings.  Whatever  differences  of  opinion  ^®^^- 
there  may  be  between  different  schools  of  physiolo- 
gists, this  one  result  seems  permanently  established, 
that  the  primary  elements  of  all  living  organisms  are 
the  simple  cells,  so  that  the  problem  of  creation  has 
assumed  a  new  form,  and  has  become  the  problem  of 
the  origin  and  nature  of  these  cells. 

So  far  there  is  a  certain  similarity  between  the 
discoveries  of  physiologists  and  philologists.  The 
most  important  result  which  has  been  obtained  by  a 
truly  scientific  study  of  language  is  this,  that,  after 
accounting  for  all  that  is  purely  formal  as  the  result 
of  juxtaposition,  agglutination,  and  inflection,  there 
remain  in  the  end  certain  simple  elements  of  human 
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speech — phonetic  cells — commonly  called  roots.  In 
place,  therefore,  of  the  old  question  of  the  origin 
of  language,  we  have  now  to  deal  with  the  new 
question  of  the  origin  of  roots. 

Here,   however,   the    analogy  between    the    two 

p  J  sciences,  in  their  solution  of  the  highest 

andMonoge-    problems,  comcs  to  an  end.     There  are, 

ooia.    jjj(jggj^  ^y^Q  schools  of  physiologists,  the 

polygenetic  and  the  monogenetic,  the  former  ad- 
mitting from  the  beginning  a  variety  of  primitive 
cells,  the  latter  postulating  but  one  cell,  as  the  source 
of  all  being.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  monogenetic 
school  is  becoming  more  and  more  powerful.  Darwin, 
as  we  saw,  was  satisfied  with  admitting  four  or  five 
beginnings  for  plants,  and  the  same  number  for 
animals.  But  his  most  ardent  disciple,  Professor 
Haeckel,  treats  his  master's  hesitation  on  this 
point  with  ill-disguised  contempt.  One  little  cell 
is  all  that  he  wants  to  explain  the  Universe,  and 
he  boldly  claims  for  his  primordial  Moneres,  the 
ancestor  of  plants  and  animals  and  men,  a  self-gene- 
rating power,  the  so-called  generatio  spontanea 
or  aequivoca. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  students  of  language  have 
ffiven  to  the  problem  of  the  oriirin  of  lan- 

Booteidenti-     ^  ^  ^  x         j        •       x-£     /• 

cai  in  form,  g^agc  a  tar  more  exact  and  scientmc  torm. 
but  different    ^g  i^^cr  as  thcv  deal  with  what  may  be 

in  power.  ,  . 

called  the  Biology  of  language,  as  lontf 
as  they  simply  wish  to  explain  the  actual  phe- 
nomena of  spoken  dialects  aU  over  the  world,  scholars 
are  satisfied  with  treating  the  variety  of  living  cells, 
or  the  significant  roots  of  language,  as  ultimate  facts. 
These  roots  are  what  remains  in  the  crucible  after  the 
most  careful  analysis  of  human  language,  and  there  is 
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nothing  to  lead  us  on  to  search  for  one  primordial 
root,  or  for  a  small  number  of  uniform  roots,  except 
the  mediaeval  idea  that  Nature  loves  simplicity. 
There  was  a  time  when  scholars  imagined  they  could 
derive  a  language  from  nine  roots,  or  even  from  one  ; 
but  these  attempts  were  purely  ephemeral  ^  At 
present  we  know  that,  though  the  number  of  roots 
may  have  been  unlimited,  the  number  of  those  which 
remain  as  the  actual  feeders  of  each  family  of  lan- 
guage is  very  small,  and,  according  to  Pott,  amoxmts 
probably  on  an  average  to  no  more  than  about  one 
thousand. 

Some  of  these  roots  are,  no  doubt,  secondary  and 
tertiary  formations,  and  may  be  reduced  to  a  smaller 
number  of  primary  forms.  But  here,  too,  philological 
research  seems  to  me  to  show  far  more  deference  to 
the  commandments  of  true  philosophy  than  the  pre- 
valent physiological  speculations.  While  the  leading 
physiologists  are  striving  to  reduce  all  variety  to 
uniformity,  the  student  of  language,  in  his  treatment 
of  roots,  often  distinguishes  where,  to  all  outward 
appearance,  there  is  no  perceptible  diflference  whatso- 
ever. If  in  the  same  language  or  in  the  same  cluster 
of  languages  there  are  roots  of  exactly  the  same 
sound,  but  different  in  their  later  development,  a 
separate  existence  and  an  independent  origin  are 
allowed  to  each.  There  is,  for  instance,  in  the  Aryan 
family  the  well-known  root  DA.  From  it  we  have  Sk. 
dadami,  I  give ;  Greek,  SIScdjuli  ;  Lat.  do ;  Old  Slavonic, 
da-ml ;  Lithuanian,  diS-mi  ^ ;  and  an  endless  variety 
of  derivatives,  such  as  d6num,  a  gift;  French,  don- 


'  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  i.  p.  44. 

^  Pott,  Etymologische  Forschnngen,  2nd  edit.,  1867,  p.  105. 
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ner,  to  give,  pardouner,  to  forgive;  Latin,  trado, 
to  give  over;  Greek,  TrpoSlSoojun,  to  surrender;  then 
Italian,  tradire  ;  French,  trahir,  trahison ;  English, 
treason  ;  Latin,  reddo,  to  give  back  ;  the  French, 
rendre,  with  all  its  derivatives,  extending  as  far  as 
rente  and  rentier.  Another  derivative  of  DA,  to 
give,  is  d6s,  d6tis,  a  giver,  in  which  sense  it  occurs 
at  the  end  of  sacer-d6s ;  and  d6s,  d6tis,  what  is 
given  to  the  bride,  the  English  dower  (the  French 
douaire),  which  comes  from  the  French  doner, 
dotare,  to  endow;  a  dowager  being  a  widow  pos- 
sessed of  a  dowry. 

It  would  require  many  pages  to  exhaust  the  list 
of  words  derived  from  this  one  root  DA,  to  give. 
But  what  I  wish  to  point  out  is  this,  that  by  the 
side  of  this  root  DA  there  is  another  root  DA, 
exactly  the  same  in  all  outward  appearance,  consist- 
ing of  D  +  A,  and  yet  totally  distinct  from  the 
former.  While  from  the  former  we  have  in  Sanskrit 
d4-trdm,  a  gift,  we  have  from  the  latter  d^-tram, 
a  sickle.  The  meaning  of  the  second  root  is  to  cut, 
to  carve  ;  from  it  Greek  Salw,  and  SalojuLat^  Sairpo^,  a 
man  who  carves.  The  accent  remains  in  Sanskrit 
on  the  radical  syllable  in  d^-tram,  i.  e.  the  cutting 
(active)  ;  whilst  it  leaves  the  radical  syllable  in 
d4-trdm  S  i.  e.  what  is  given  (passive). 

There  are  still  other  roots,  in  outward  appearance 
identical  with  these  two,  yet  totally  distinct  in  their 
potential  character ;  meaning  neither  to  give,  nor  to 


*  The  root  DA,  to  cut,  has  three  stems:  (i)  da,  from  which 
d^ti,  he  divides;  datid,  division  of  meats,  meal;  dd'tar,  mower; 
dl^tram,  sickle;  avadanam,  division;  (2)  di,  from  which  part, 
dind  and  dita,  cut;  (3)  d,  from  which  dyanii,  I  cut,  and  avatta, 
cut  off,  i.e.  ava  +  tta,  ava  +  d-ta. 
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cut,  but  to  bind  (Sk.  dyati,  SlS^juny  I  bind;  SidStj/xay 
diadem,  what  is  bound  through  the  hair;  Se/ma,  a 
band  or  bundle,  xpiiSe/jLvov^  from  Kpa^y  and  Se/mvov,  head- 
dress \) ;  another,  meaning  to  know,  and  to  teach, 
preserved  in  a-5a-J79,  ignorant,  in  the  aor.  pass.  i-Sa-rfv^ 
in  StSucTKio,  &c. ;  and  a  third,  DA,  to  purify,  from 
which  dAyamana,  and  ava-d^ta,  pure. 

We  have  the  root  GM,  meaning  to  swallow, 
which  yields  us  the  Sanskftt  girdti.  The  root 
he  swallows,  perf.  ^ag4ra,  the  Greek  ^^*- 
i8ij8pcwr«:ei,  the  Latin  vorat.  Several  words  which  have 
been  mistaken  for  onomatopoeic,  «uch  as  Sk.  gdrgara, 
a  whirlpool,  Lat.  gurges,  gurgula,  gula,  yepyepo^r 
throat  (Sk.  ^algulas),  yapyapi^a>,  to  gargle,  are  de- 
rived from  the  same  source. 

We  have,  secondly,  a  root  GJR,  meaning  to  make 
a  noise,  to  call,  to  sing,  which  yields  us  in  Sanskrit 
gir-ate,  and  gri-nfi-ti,  fiopfiopv^eiv  in  Greek,  and 
both  garrire  and  gingrire  in  Latin.  It  is  con- 
ceivable that  these  two  roots  may  have  been  origin- 
ally the  same,  and  that  GJR  from  meaning  to 
swallow  may  have  come  to  mean  the  indistinct  and 
disagreeable  noise  which  even  now  is  called  swallow- 
ing the  letters,  in  Sanskrit  gr&sa,  in  German  Ver- 
schlucken.  But  a  third  root  GJR,  meaning  to  wake 
(aor.  a^igar),  the  Greek  eyetpcoj  perf.  eypiiyopa^  can 
hardly  be  traced  back  to  the  same  source,  but  has  a 
right  to  be  treated  as  a  legitimate  and  independent 
companion  of  the  other  root  GJR. 

Many  instances  might  be  given,  more  than  suf- 
ficient to  establish  the  principle,  that  even  in  the 


^  In  Sanskrit  dlfman,  band,  fetter;  sam-dita,  bound;  a-diti, 
boundless;  possibly  identical  with  DA,  to  cut,  to  shape,  to  trim. 
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same  language  two  or  more  roots  may  be  discovered, 
identical  in  all  outward  appearance,  yet  totally  dif- 
ferent from  each  other  in  meaning  and  origin. 

Then,  why,  it  may.  be  asked,  .do  students  of 
language  distinguish,  where  students  of  nature  do 
not  ?  Why  are  physiologists  so  anxious  to  establish 
the  .existence  of  cells,  uniform  from  their  beginning, 
yet — I  quote  from  Professor  Haeckel — capable  of 
producing  by  the  processes  of  monogony,  gemmation, 
polysporogony,  and  amphigony,  the  endless  variety  of 
living  creatures  ^  ?  Students  of  language,  too,  might 
say,  like  the  physiologists,  that,  in  such  cases  as  the 
root  DA,  *  the  difference  of  mixture  in  the  endless 
varieties  of  consonants  and  vowels  are  so  fine  as  to 
be,  for  the  present  at  least,  beyond  the  powers  of 
human  perception/  If  they  do  not  follow  that  siren 
voice,  it  is  because  they  hold  to  a  fundamental  prin- 
ciple of  reasoning,  which  many  evolutionist  philo- 
sophers neglect,  viz.  that  if  two  things,  be  they  roots 
or  cells  or  anything  else,  which  appear  to  be  alike, 
become  different  by  evolution,  their  difference  need 
not  always  be  due  to  outward  circumstances  (com- 
monly called  environment),  but  may  be  due  to  latent 
dispositions  which,  in  their  undeveloped  form,  are 
beyond  the  powers  of  human  perception.  If  two 
roots  of  exactly  the  same  sound  produce  two  totally 
distinct  families  of  words,  we  conclude  that,  though 
outwardly  alike,  they  are  different  roots.  And  if  we 
applied  this  reasoning  to  living  germs,  we  should 
say  that,  if  two  germs,  though  apparently  alike,  grow, 
under  all  circumstances,  the  one  always  into  an  ape. 


^  Haeckel,  Natiirliche  ScLopfungsgeschichte,   aclite   Vor- 
lesung;  Strauss,  Alter  und  Neuer  Glaubc,  p.  169. 


THE    CONSTITUENT   ELEMENTS   OF   LANGUAGE.        187 

and  never  beyond,  the  other  always  into  a  man,  and 
never  below,  then  the  two  germs,  though  undis- 
tinguishable  at  first,  and  though  following  for  a  time 
the  same  line  of  embryonic  development,  are  different 
from  the  beginning,  whatever  their  beginning  may 
have  been. 

There  is  another  point  of  difference  between  the 
treatment  of  cells  by  physiologists,  and  MateijAis  and 
the  treatment  of  roots  by  philologists,  Elements. 
i^hich  requires  careful  attention.  The  physiologist 
is  not  satisfied  with  the  admission  of  his  uniform 
cells,  but  by  subjecting  these  organic  bodies  to  a 
new  chemical  analysis,  he  arrives  in  the  end  at  the 
ordinary  chemical  substances  (the  irpHra  aToi)(€ta  of 
nature),  and  looks  upon  these,  not  simply  as  ruins, 
or  as  the  residue  of  a  violent  dissolution,  but  as  the 
elements  out  of  which  everything  that  exists,  whe- 
ther lifeless  or  living,  was  really  built  u]).  He 
maintains,  in  fact,  the  possibility  of  inorganic  sub- 
stances combining,  under  favourable  circumstances, 
so  as  to  jTorm  organic  substances,  and  he  sees  in  the 
lowest  Moneres  the  living  proof  of  un  inde])endent 
beginning  of  life  ^ 

In  the  Science  of  Language  we  abstain  from  such 


'  A  further  distinction  is  made  between  Autogony  and 
Plasm og on y.  The  former  is  the  generation  of  the  most  simple 
organic  indiyiduals  from  an  inorganic  formative  fluid,  a  fluid 
which  contains  the  requisite  elements  for  the  composition  of  an 
organism,  dissolved  in  simple  and  Arm  combinations,  e.g.  carbonic 
acid,  ammoniac,  binary  salts,  etc.  The  latter  is  the  generation  of 
an  organism  from  an  organic  formative  fluid,  a  fluid  which 
contains  the  requisite  elements  dissolved  in  complicated  and  loose 
combination  of  compounds  of  varbon,  e.  g.  white  of  eggs,  fut,  etc. 
(Haeckel,  1.  c,  p.  302.) 
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experiments,  and  we  do  so  ou  principle.  We  do  not 
expect  to  discover  the  origin  of  living  roots  by  dis- 
solving them  into  their  inorganic  or  purely  phonetic 
elements ;  for,  although  every  root  may  be  reduced 
to  at  least  one  consonant  and  one  vowel,  these  con- 
sonants and  vowels  are  simply  the  materials,  but 
not  the  elements  of  language ;  they  have,  in  fact, 
no  real  independent  existence,  they  are  nothing  but 
the  invention  of  grammarians,  and  their  combination 
would  only  give  rise  to  meaningless  sounds,  never 
to  significant  roots.  While  the  physiologist  still 
entertains  a  lingering  hope  that,  with  the  progress 
of  chemical  science,  it  may  be  possible  to  produce 
a  living  cell  out  of  given  materials,  we  know  that 
roots  are  simple,  that  they  cannot  and  should  not  be 
decomposed,  and  that  consonants  and  vowels  are 
lifelesfitand  meaningless  materials,  out  of  which  no  real 
root  ever  arose,  and  out  of  which,  certainly,  nothing 
like  a  root  can  ever  be  reconstructed.  The  root  DA, 
for  instance,  means,  as  we  saw,  to  give ;  dissolve  it 
into  D  and  A,  and  you  have  meaningless  slag  and 
scum.  Kecompose  D  and  A,  and  you  have  indeed 
the  same  sound,  but  its  life  and  meaning  are  gone, 
and  no  language  could,  by  its  own  free  choice,  accept 
such  an  artificial  compound  into  its  grammar  or 
dictionary. 

Such  are  some  of  the  coincidences  and  some  of  the 
differences  between  Biology  and  Philology  in  their 
attempts  to  solve  the  problems  of  the  origin  of  life 
and  the  origin  of  language ;  and  the  question  does 
now  arise.  Are  we,  in  the  Science  of  Language,  driven 
to  admit  that  roots,  because  they  yield  to  no  further 
analysis,  are  therefore  to  be  accepted  as  unintelligible 
in  their  origin,  as  miraculously  implanted  in  man» 
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but  not  in  other  animals,  or  may  we  hope  to  be  able 
to  go  beyond  this  limit,  and  discover  something  which, 
while  it  makes  the  origin  of  roots  perfectly  intelligible 
in  man,  explains  to  us,  at  the  same  time,  why  they 
oould  never  have  arisen  in  any  other  animal. 

Let  us  see  first  of  all  what  roots  are  not.  Boots 
are  not  either  interjections  or  imitations  what  roots 
of  natural  sounds.  Interjections  such  as  are  not. 
pooh,  and  imitations  such  as  bow-wow,  are  the 
very  opposite  of  roots.  And  why?  Because  roots 
are  definite  in  sound,  but  general  in  meaning : 
while  interjections  and  imitations  are  general, 
that  is  vague  and  varying  in  sound,  but  defi- 
nite or  singular  in  meaning. 

Nothing  seems  so  easy,  yet  nothing  is  in  reality 
so    difficult  as    to   represent    either   the    Difficulty  of 
sounds  by  which  our  own  feelings  mani-     rendering 

_  ^  natural  sounds 

fest  themselves,  or  natural  sounds  such  as  by  articulate 
the  notes  of  birds,  the  howling  of  the  ^°^*- 
wind,  the  falling  of  a  stone,  by  articulate  imitations  ^ 
From  the  very  beginning  the  attempt  to  do  this 
would  have  given  rise  to  an  infinite  variety  of  sounds, 
many  of  which  it  would  be  almost  impossible  to  recog- 
nise or  understand.  Even  in  our  time  and  amongst 
civilised  nations  with  languages  fixed  by  a  tradition 
of  thousands  of  years,  the  phonetic  expressions  of  the 
most  ordinary  feelings  vary  considerably.  The  French- 
man, as  an  observant  traveller  (the  late  Baron  M.  von 
Weber)  has  remarked,  expresses  surprise  by  Ah!, 


^  This  was  remarked  already  by  the  grammarian  Diomedes 
(lib.  ii-  p.  80  a,  ed.  Colon.  1536-8)  who  says:  'Vox  confusa  est 
irrationalis  vel  inscriptibilis,  simplicis  vocis  sono  animalium  effect  a, 
quae  scribi  non  potest,  ut  est  equi  hinnitus,  tauri  mugitus.' 
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the  Englishman  by  Oh!,  the  German  by  Ih!  The 
Frenchman  says,  Ah,  c'est  magnifique;  the  English- 
man, Oh,  that  is  capital ;  the  German,  Ih,  das 
ist  ja  prachtig.  Nor  do  these  interjections  express 
exactly  the  same  feeling  ;  they  all  express  surprise, 
no  doubt,  but  the  surprise  peculiar  to  each  of  these 
three  national  characters.  The  surprise  of  the 
Frenchman  is  simple  and  open  ;  in  saying  Ah,  he  is 
all  agape,  il  est  6bahi.  The  surprise  of  the  English- 
man is  restrained  and  deep ;  in  saying  Oh !  he 
swallows  half  of  his  admiration.  The  surprise  of 
the  German  is  high  and  sharp,  in  saying  Ih,  he 
almost  chirps  with  delight. 

In  Chinese  surprise  is  expressed  by  hu  and  fu, 
applause  by  tsai,  misery  by  i,  contempt  by  as,  pain 
by  uhu. 

Frequently  it  is  as  difficult  to  define  the  exact 
sound  as  the  exact  meaning  of  these  interjections, 
so  that  in  Ciconio  s  Italian  Grammar  no  less  than 
twenty  significations  are  ascribed  to  the  interjections 
ah !  ah !  With  a  little  imagination  quite  as  many 
and  even  more  meanings  might  be  detected  in  the 
English  Ah! 

Some  ancient  philosophers,  beginning  with  Plato 
Haveconso-  in  his  Kratylos,  and  some  very  recent 
"^iXr^V  scholars  too,  have  brought  themselves  to 
Rignificance?  imagine  that  there  is  some  hidden  con- 
nection between  certain  letters,  consonants  and 
vowels,  and  certain  meanings.  Who  can  doubt, 
they  say,  that  in  German,  for  instance,  such  words  as 
Wanken,  walzen,  weben,  wehen,  Walle,  Woge, 
win  den,  etc.,  all  beginning  with  w,  express  the  idea  of 
a  slow  movement,  while  words  beginning  with  st,  such 
as   Stab,   Stamm,    starr,   stehen,  Stein,  Stock, 
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convey  the  idea  of  rest  or  resistance  1  This  subject, 
though  full  of  pitfalls,  is  most  interesting,  and, 
if  cleverly  handled,  not  without  a  certain  plausi- 
bility ;  nay,  if  we  enter  more  deeply  into  it,  not  with- 
out a  certain  truth.  Only  we  must  not  allow 
ourselves  to  imagine  that  consonants  and  vowels  by 
themselves  can  ever  convey  any  meaning,  for  the 
simple  reason  that  neither  vowels  nor  consonants 
had  ever  any  independent  existence  in  language  ^ 
To  take,  for  instance,  the  roots  GA,  to  sing,  DA,  to 

A 

give,  and  VA,  to  blow,  and  to  ask  why  the  three 
consonants  g,  d,  v  should  produce  such  diflFerence  of 
meaning,  is  absurd  and  can  never  lead  to  any  results. 
These  consonants,  though  they  look  very  real  when 
we  learn  our  A,  B,  C,  are  mere  abstractions.  They 
liave  no  existence  by  themselves,  and  cannot  there- 
fore possess  any  meaning  by  themselves,  or  produce 
by  themselves  any  effect  whatsoever.  If  there  is 
some  truth  in  the  observations  made  by  many 
scholars,  from  Plato  down  to  Humboldt,  that  certain 
meanings  are  connected  with  certain  consonants  and 
vowels,  and  I  have  no  doubt  there  is,  wo  shall  see 
that  this  must  be  explained  in  a  very  different  way. 
For  scientific  purposes  all  observations  of  the  sup- 
posed inherent  meaning  of  letters  have  hitherto 
proved  not  only  useless,  but  very  mischievous.  If 
only  extended  over  a  sufficiently  wide  field  of  lan- 
guage, they  generally  neutralise  themselves.      Wlio 

*  The  error  that  letters  existed  first,  aftei-wards  syllables,  after- 
wards words,  and  afterwards  sentences,  is  a  very  old  error.  Aris- 
totle often  compares  the  oTOi;(fio,  i.  e.  letters,  with  the  elements  of 
things,  and  calls  the  trroixtiov,  the  letter,  the  nportpov  r$9  trvKKa^i)^ 
(Top.  tL  4),  as  he  calls  the  point  the  irp^rtpov  of  the  line,  the  line 
the  irpoTtpop  of  the  plane,  the  plane  the  vp^rtpov  of  a  body. 
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does  not  imagine,  for  instance,  that  there  is,  as 
Humboldt  says,  some  hidden  connection  between 
the  letter  N  and  the  concept  of  negation ;  yet, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are  languages,  for  in- 
stance Syrianian,  in^  which  No  means  Yes. 

This    uncertainty   becomes    still   more     startling 

Uncertainty    whcu  wc  examine  the  way  in  which  the 

ti^eiTuS    sounds  uttered  by  animals  are  imitated 

animals,  by  different  languages.  I  will  give  a 
few  specimens  from  Chinese.  Who  would  guess 
that  the  sound  kiao  kiao  was  meant  for  the 
cry  of  the  cock,  kao  kao  for  that  of  the  wild 
goose?  that  siao  siao  is  supposed  to  represent  the 
sound  of  rain  and  wind,  lin  lin  of  a  rolling  carriage, 
tsiang  tsiang  of  chains,  kan  kan  of  drums  ? 

This  subject  is  in  reality  endless,  and  having 
collected  a  vast  quantity  of  material  from  numerous 
languages,  I  may  say  with  a  good  conscience  that 
any  attempt  to  derive  from  such  vague  and  con- 
stantly varying  sounds  the  words  of  any  language 
is  utterly  hopeless  ^ 

In  German  the  sound  uttered  by  the  thrush  is 
imitated  by  sir-sir.  It  is  called  zarren,  zarrezen, 
schnarren,  schnerren;  in  Latin,  cucillare,  tru- 
tilare,  truculare,  faccilare,  soccitare;  in  Greek, 
Ki-xXll^eiv^  Ki^al^ciVy  etc.  There  is  no  trace  of  any  of 
these  sounds  in  the  words  Drossel,  or  thrush,  A.  S. 
thrysce,  and  throstle,  A.  S.  throstle.  There  may 
be  onomatopoeia  in  such  names  as  Zarrer,  Schnarre, 
Schnerre,  Schnarr-drossel,  but  not  in  Drossel, 
nor  in  turdus. 

The  call  of  the  duck   is  represented   by  quak 

*  G.  Hunfalvy,  Heise  in  die  Ostsee-provinzen,  p.  196,  Lied  des 
Yanemuine. 
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<juak,  in  other  places,  through  the  influence  of  what 
Comparative  Philologists  would  call  lahialism,  by 
pak  pak.  Verbs  applied  to  this  sound  are  quacken, 
platzen,  schnattern  in  German,  tetrinire,  tri- 
tiunire,  tetrinnire,  tetrissare,  teretissare, 
tetrissitare,  tetrisitare,  tetrilitare  in  Latin. 
A  duck  is  called  dill,  or  dilly,  dilly,  but  in  its 
recognised  names,  such  as  Latin  anas,  anatis, 
pw(ra,  O.H.G.  anut,  or  querquedula,  KepKovpU^ 
a  peculiar  kind  of  duck,  is  there  any  trace  of  these 
onomatopoetic  sounds  ? 

The  shout  of  the  owl  in  Latin  is  tu  tu,  from 
which  a  verb  tutubare  (Plant.  Menaechm.  iv.  2.  90) ; 
in  Greek  KiKxafiaS  (Arist.  Av.  262),  from  which  a  noun 
KiKKififf,  and  a  verb  KiKKafiiXeiv;  in  German  by  uhu 
uhu,  huhuhu,  schuhu  hu  hu,  pu  pu,  but  neither 
y\av^  nor  owl  can  be  derived  from  any  such  sounds. 
We  have  in  German  such  popular  names  as  Puvogel, 
for  owl,  and  Uhu,  Schuhu  and  Schufut  for  horn- 
owl,  and  Latin  bubo  (O.H.G.  bAf)  may  likewise 
seem  to  come  direct  from  the  actual  sound  uttered 
by  the  owL  Still  we  ought  to  consider  the  Greek 
fiva^  (for  which  Bekker,  Arist.  H.  A.  8.  3.  2,  reads 
fipua^),  which  indicates  the  existence  of  an  inter- 
mediate verbal  root.  Thus  we  find  fivag  c^v^e  (Dio 
Cass.  56,  29 ;  72,  24),  and  there  is  ^C^eiv  used  in  the 
sense  of  hooting.  Grimm  treats  Eule,  O.H.G. 
iuwila,  O.N.  ugla,  A.S.  eovle,  as  a  feminine,  derived 
from  the  masculine  A  wo,  uhu,  horn-owl ;  yet,  strange 
to  say,  he  appeals  to  the  forms  hAvo,  hAo,  hiuwila 
in  order  to  derive  all  these  words  from  the  verb 
hiuwil6n,  heulen,  to  howl.  In  Latin  too,  there  is 
ulula,  screech-owl,  and  ululare,  and  it  is  diflBcult 
not  to  connect  with  these  words  the  Sanskrit  ulAla, 

0 
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Lat.  til&cus,  owl,  and  Sk.  ulttli,  and  ulAlu,  howlingv 
The  verbs  used  for  expressing  the  sounds  of  owls  are 

KiKKafiH^eiVy    KiKKafid^eiVf   KCucKa/St^eiv^   KaKKafial^eiv,    kokki-- 

j8a^€£i/,  and  raicijSa^eii/ in  Greek;  bubulare,  bubilare, 
cucubare  (nootua),  cucubire,  gemere,  garrire,, 
stridere  (strix),  and  ululare  (ulula)  in  Latin  ; 
wixen,  sausen,  hauren,  tuten  in  German. 

The  Germans  suppose  that  the  frog  says  quak  or 
kik,  the  Greeks  fipeKCKc^  /coa^/coa^,  but  neither  frosch 
nor  ^drpayp^  betrays  any  relationship  with  these 
sounds.  The  German  goose  says  gagaga,  giga,  gick 
gack,  dadada,  drussla  drussla  ;  the  wild  goose  in 
Chinese  says  kao  kao,  in  Mongolian  k6r  k6r.  The 
Greeks  have  a  verb  irKarayiXeiv,  the  Romans  use  clan- 
gere,  olingere,  gingrire,  griare,  crincire,  trin- 
sire,  trinnire,  gracitare,  craccitare,  the  Germans- 
gaken,  schnattern,  schnadern,  dadern,  bladern, 
quiteln,  all  meant  to  imitate  the  cry  of  geese,  but 
the  names  for  goose  stand  again  perfectly  apart. 

Lastly,  the  call  of  the  cock  is  kikerriki  in 
German,  kiao  kiao  in  Chinese,  dehor  dehor  in 
Mongolian,  cock-a-doodle-doo  in  English,  kokkv^  to 
judge  from  KOKKvfioag  and  iroic/cJ^eii/,  in  Greek ;  and 
who  shall  say  which  is  the  most  faithful  rendering  ? 
But  none  of  them  has  supplied  real  names  for  cock^ 
nor  any  of  the  verbs  applied  to  his  song,  such  as^ 
aSeiv,  KXal^eiv  in  Greek,  canere,  cucurrire  in  Latin, 
hrukjan  in  Gothic,  chr&an  in  O.H.G.,  kUrliicken 
in  Low  German,  schreien,  quiteln,  grisgramen  in 
High  German. 

Sometimes  the  same  animal  is  supposed  to  utter 
different  notes  as  it  is  occupied  in  different  pursuits. 
If  not  otherwise  engaged,  the  hen  in  German  is- 
supposed  to  say  gack  gack;  but  if  she  is  laying 
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eggs,  she  says  glu  glu  glu ;  when  calling  her  chicks, 
tuck  tuck  tuck  And  yet  when  she  is  called  herself, 
she  is  addressed  by  putt  putt  putt,  and  her  chicks 
by  hi  bi  bi. 

The  dog  also  says  not  only  wau  wau  or  bau  ban, 
but  also  hu  hu,  and  kliff  klaff.  When  very  angry 
and  growling  he  says  B,  which  the  Bomans  there- 
fore called  the  dog  letter,  the  litera  canina. 

Before  leaving  this  subject,  which  is  really  endless, 
I  shall  add  only  one  more  German  phonograph,  the 
fall  picture  of  the  song  of  the  nightingale.  It  is 
Zuckiit  zicklit,  zickiit!  Zidiwik,  zidiwik,  zidi- 
wik!  Zifizigo,  zifizigo,  zifizigo!  titidon  zi  zi! 
Tantaradei!  A  great  phonetic  artist,  however,  not 
satisfied  with  these  popular  representations  of  the 
note  of  the  nightingale,  devoted  many  days  and  nights 
to  a  careful  study  of  the  subject,  the  result  of  which 
was  that  the  nightingale  really  sings  ^ : — 

Deilidurei  faledirannurei  lidundei  faleda- 
ritturei. 

^  There  is  a  large  literature  on  the  voices  of  animals,  of  which 
I  shall  only  mention  a  few  specimens : — 

Wackemagel,  Voces  Yariae  Animantium,  Basel,  1867. 

De  Yocibus  Animatium,  in  Heinrich  Meyer,  Anthologia  veterum 
Latin.  Epigrammatum,  i.  2,  66  seq. 

Aldhelm,  De  Septenario  et  Ee  Orammatica,  in  Classicorum  aucto- 
rum  cur.  Ang.  Kai,  tom.  y.  p.  569  ;  ibid.  tom.  y.  p.  lii. 

Papias,  Yocabulista,  Yenedig,  1496,  s.  y.  Yox. 

Junius,  MS.  Oxon. ;  cf.  Nyerup,  Symbolae,  Sp.  332  seq. 

JuYentini  Elegiade  Philomela,  Wemsdorf,  Poet.  Lat.min.,  ii.  2,388. 

Yarro,  De  Lingua  Latina,  yii.  103-104. 

Ammonius,  De  differentia  affinium  yocabulorum,  s.  y.  ffmvtwi 
Valckenaer,  Animadyersiones  ad  Ammonium,  iii.  18. 

Aelianus,  De  Natura  Animalinm,  v.  51. 

Beifferscheid,  in  his  edition  of  Suetonius,  i860,  p.  247,  De  Na- 
turii  Animantium,  with  extracts  from  yarious  sources. 

0   2 
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That  some  kind  of  communication  is  possible  by 
Communioa-    means  of  such  imitations  of  sound  coupled 

tion,  not  .  ,    •    ,      •      .•  j.-         i 

Language.  With  interjcctions  or  emotional  expressions^ 
is  evident.  In  order  to  convey  the  information  that 
a  certain  dog  is  harmless  we  might  say,  Bow  wow, 
pooh!  But  communication  is  not  language,  as  little 
as  cries  are  roots.  No  tribe,  however  low,  has  yet 
been  met  with  employing  no  more  than  such  utter- 
ances, though  on  the  other  hand  no  nation,  however 
advanced  in  culture,  dispenses  entirely  with  such  aids 
of  communication.  Interjections  have  secured  to  them- 
selves the  last  chapter  in  every  grammar,  and  it  has 
been  supposed  that  the  clicks  of  the  Hottentots  may 
have  to  be  explained  as  remnants  of  interjections 
which  have  found  an  entrance  into  the  very  body 
of  human  speech.  Imitations  of  the  sounds  uttered 
by  animals  or  other  natural  objects  have  kept  their 
place  and  will  probably  always  keep  it  in  the  language 
of  children,  and  their  language,  as  we  know,  is  not 
without  its  influence  on  the  language  of  nurses  and 
parents.  By  whatever  names  a  sheep,  a  dog,  a  cock, 
a  cow,  or  a  cat  may  be  called  in  any  language, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  a  child  will  call  them  some- 
thing like  Bah,  Bow-wow,  cock-a-doodle-doo.  Moo, 
and  Miau ;  and  it  is  but  natural  that  more  especially 
those  who  think  that  they  can  study  in  the  child  the 
mental  state  of  the  primitive  savage,  should  imagine 
that  this  parler  enfant  in  explains  the  origin  of  all 
language. 

We  are  even  told  by  scholars,  who  ought  to  know 
True  meaning  better,  that  the  wiscst  of  the  Greeks  took 

ofdvonaro-    the   samc  view,   and   looked   upon   their 

imitative  words  as  the  roots  of  all  human 

speech.     No   doubt  the  Greeks  called  this  process 
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ovofiaroTroita,  the  making  of  words,  but  they  did  this 
in  order  to  distinguish  the  process  of  manufacturing 
artificial  words  £rom  the  original  creation  of  words 
which  they  tried  to  explain  in  a  very  different  way, 
namely,  either  (pva-ei  or  dia-ei^  by  nature  or  by  law^ 

£ant  who  has  not  said  much  about  language,  has 
at  all  events  kept  clear  from  the  rock  of  onomato- 
poiia,  on  which  so  many  philosophers  before  and  after 
him  have  been  wrecked,  'It  is  not  the  hearing/ 
he  says,  *  which  gives  us  the  forms  of  objects,  and 
the  sounds  of  language  do  not  lead  directly  to  the 
reproduction  of  them.  But  for  that  very  reason, 
because  these  sounds  signify  nothing  by  themselves, 
certainly  not  objects,  though  perhaps  internal  sensa- 


*  That  the  Greeks  used  the  word  3vo/uirofroita  in  the  sense  of  an 
artificial  making  of  words,  in  opposition  to  the  natural  processes 
to  which  they  ascribed  the  origin  of  language  in  general,  is 
perfectly  clear.  Thus  Dionysius  Thrax  (Ars  gram.  c.  14.  p.  31, 
tom.  viL  Biblioth.  Gr.  Fabric,  vol.  vi.  p.  315,  ed.  Harles)  in 
Bekkeri  Anecd.  Graec.  vol.  ii.  p.  637, 18-20,  says :  ntnouifUvow  di  iari 

TO  waph  rhs  t&p  ^X^^  liiOTJjTas  luyajriKnt  tlprnuvoVf  oiov  (fiikoiafioty  potior, 

^pvfioydoff.  Strabo  takes  the  same  view,  and  says  that  the  Greeks  were 
particularly  clever  in  imitating  sounds  by  similar  sounds,  so  that 
there  is  in  Greek  an  abundance  of  such  dpofwronowu,  as  for  instance, 
uXopufciy,  to  bubble,  xXayy^,  a  twang,  ^ck^r,  a  noise,  jSo^,  a  shout^ 
«piJroff,  a  rattling,  most  of  which  are  used  already  in  their  proper 
meaning.  However  wrong  he  may  be  in  taking  these  words  as 
direct  imitations  of  actual  sounds,  he  shows  quite  clearly  that  he 
means  by  opoiumnrotSd  the  process  of  forming  artificial  words  by 
imitation  of  sounds.  These  words  are  classed  by  themselves  as 
TtvoififUva  (Pseudo-Demetrius  Phalareus,  Utp\  tpfiriptiof,  §  220), 
that  is,  factitious  words,  made  in  imitation  either  of  a  ndSos  or 
a  vpayfta,  Priscianus  (De  octo  part.  lib.  ii.  p.  53,  ed.  Bas.  1554-8, 
p.  77,  ed.  Krehl)  distinctly  translates  ntwoitnUvov  by  factitium, 
quod  a  proprietate  sonorum  per  imitationem  factum  est, 
nt  tintinnabulum,  turtur. 
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tions.  they  form  the  meet  useful  instruments  for 
indicating  concepts  ^' 

That  in  a  few  cases,  and,  in  certain  languages, 
in  many  cases  too,  the  names  of  birds  and  animals 
have  been  derived  from  sounds  which  they  utter, 
no  one  can  doubt.  What  I  have  always  maintained 
is,  that  this  inorganic  layer  of  words  hardly  concerns 
the  philologist  and  requires  no  explanation  at  his 
hands,  while  the  real  problem  of  the  Science  of 
Language  lies  in  such  words  as  ovis  for  sheep,  can  is 
for  dog,  gallus  for  cock,  yacca  for  cow,  felis  for 
cat.  I  go  even  a  step  further,  and  I  have  tried  on 
several  occasions  to  show,  that  as  from  a  proper 
name,  such  as  Sokrates,  we  can  form  a  kind  of 
appellative,  a  Sokrates,  in  the  sense  of  a  wise  man, 
so  some  of  these  interjections  and  imitative  sounds 
too  may  well  have  been  raised  from  time  to  time 
into  the  sphere  of  conceptual  thought  and  language  ^ 
But  all  this  ought  not  to  blind  us,  or  lead  us  to 
imagine  that  this  conceptional  process  can  account 
for  the  origin  and  growth  of  real  language.  We 
may  call  such  interjections  and  imitations  language, 
if  we  like,  as  we  may  speak  of  the  language  of  the 
eyes,  or  even  of  the  eloquence  of  mute  nature,  but 
we  must  not  mistake  metaphor  for  matter  of  fact. 

If  people  insist  on  calling  every  kind  of  communi- 

Emotioiua     cation  language,  nothing  remains  but  to 

and  Rational   distinguish   oucc   for  all  between   Emo- 

'^'^guage.  tiQjja^i  gjj^j  Rational  language,  a  dis- 
tinction   so    curiously   confirmed    by    physiological 


'  Kant,  Pragmatische  Anthropologie,  p.  49. 
"  For  examples  see  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  i. 
p.  411. 
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experiments  lately  instituted  by  Dr.  Jackson,  Gaird- 
ner,  and  others,  that  it  may  be  \iseful  to  give  a 
short-  account  of  them  at  this  stage  of  our  argu- 
ment. 

The  power  of  showing  by  outward  signs  what  we 
feel,  or  it  may  be,  what  we  will,  is  the  source  of 
emotional  language,   and   the  recognition    of  such 
emotional  signs,  or  the  understanding  of  their  pur- 
port, is  the  result  of  memory,  a  resuscitation,  in  fact, 
of  painful  or  pleasant  impressions  connected  with 
such  signs.     We  may  admit  that  this  emotional  lan- 
guage is  shared  in  common  by  man  and  beast.     If  a 
dog  barks,  that  may  be  a  sign,  according  to  circum- 
stances, of  his  being  angry  or  pleased  or  surprised. 
Those  who  know  dogs,  know  how  different  their 
barks  are  when  they  wish  to  express  anger  or  joy, 
anxiety  or  surprise.     Every  dog  speaks  that  lan- 
guage, every  dog  understands  it ;  and  other  animals 
too,  such  as  cats  or  sheep,  and  even  children,  learn  it- 
A  cat  that  has  once  been  frightened  or  bitten  by  a 
barking  dog,  will  easily  understand  the  sound,  and 
run  away,  like  any  other  so-called  rational  animal. 
The  spitting  of  a  cat,  again,  is  a  sign  of  anger,  and 
a  dog  that  has  once  had  his  eyes  scratched  by  a 
hissing    cat    would    not    be    slow    to    understand 
that    feline   dialect,   whenever   he   hears  it  in   too 
dose  proximity.     The  purring  of  a  cat  has  a  very 
different  meaning,  and  it  may  be,  as  we  have  been 
told,  like  the   murmuring  of  a  mother  to  her  be- 
loved child.     The  subject  of  the  emotional  language 
both  of  animals  and  man  is  endless,  and  I  gladly 
leave  it  to  the  abler  pen  of  one  who  was  both  a  poet 
and  a  philosopher  ^. 

'  See  Darwin,  Descent,  vol.  i.  pp.  53  seq. 
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What  then  is  the  difference  between  emotional 
and  rational  language  ?  The  very  name  ought  to 
show  the  difference.  Language,  such  as  we  speak,  is 
derived  from  roots,  and  roots  are  expressive  of  con- 
cepts,  and  concepts  are  the  work  of  reason,  reason 
being  neither  more  nor  less  than  the  faculty,  or  if  we 
dislike  that  word,  the  act  of  forming  and  handling 
concepts.  If  therefore  we  call  animals  irrational,  we 
do  not  mean  to  deny  them  every  possible  gift, 
whether  observation,  or  shrewdness,  calculation,  pre- 
sence of  mind,  weighing,  judging,  deciding,  nay,  even 
refined  taste  or  genius,  but  only  the  power  of  forming 
and  handling  concepts  which  is  manifested  in  lan- 
guage, and  in  language  only. 

I  know  that  this  distinction  has  been  considered 
fanciful  and  artificial,  yet  no  one  has  as  yet  shaken 
the  fact  that  no  animal  speaks,  nor  controverted  the 
consequences  which  that  fact  involves. 

It  is  fortunate,  however,  that  physiological  observa- 
tions have  been  made  which  confirm  in  the  strongest 
and  most  imezpected  manner  the  conclusions  at 
which  the  students  of  the  Science  of  Language  had 
arrived  in  their  own  way.  Dr.  Hughlings  Jackson 
in  some  articles  published  in  the  Medical  Times 
and  Gazette  for  December  14  and  21,  1867,  speak- 
ing of  the  disease  of  a  particular  part  of  the  brain, 
says : — 

*This  disease  may  produce  partial  or  complete  defect  of 
intellectual  language,  and  not  cause  corresponding  defect  of 
emotional  or  interjectional  language.  The  typical  patient  in 
this  disease  misuses  words  or  cannot  use  words  at  all  to  express  his 
thoughts ;  nor  can  he  express  his  thoughts  by  writing,  or  by  any 
signs  sufficiently  elaborate  to  serve  instead  of  vocal  or  written 
words;  nor  can  he  read  books  for  himself.  But  he  can  smile, 
laughy  cry,  sing,  and  employ  rudimentary  signs  of  gesticulation. 
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So  far  as  these  means  of  communication  serve,  therefore,  he  is 
able  to  exhibit  his  feelings  to  those  around  him.  He  can  copy 
writing  placed  before  him,  and,  even  without  the  aid  of  a  copy, 
sign  his  own  name.  He  understands  what  is  said  to  him,  is 
ci^Mble  of  being  interested  in  books  which  are  read  to  him,  and 
remembers  incidents  and  tales.  Sometimes  he  is  able  to  utter 
a  word  or  words,  which  he  cannot  vary,  and  which  he  must  utter 
if  he  speaks  at  all,  no  matter  on  what  occasion.  When  excited  be 
can  swear,  and  even  use  elaborate  formulas  of  swearing  ^  (as  for 
example,  ^'  God  bless  my  life  "),  which  has  come  by  habit  to  be  of 
only  inteijectional  value  \  But  he  cannot  repeat  such  words  and 
pbrases  at  his  own  wish  or  at  the  desire  of  others.  And  as  he  is 
able  to  copy  writing,  so  he  can,  when  circumstances  dictate,  as  it 
were  to  him,  give  utterance  to  phrases  of  more  special  applicability. 
Thus,  a  child  being  in  danger  of  falling,  one  speechless  patient, 
a  woman,  was  surprised  into  exclaiming,  "  Take  care  I  **  But  in 
this,  as  in  every  other  case,  the  patient  remains  perfectly  incompe- 
tent to  repeat  at  pleasure  the  phraEe  he  has  just  used  eo  appro- 
priately, and  has  so  distinctly  uttered.  ...  It  would  seem  that 
the  part  of  the  brain  affected  in  such  cases  is  that  which  is 
BQsceptible  of  education  to  language,  and  which  has  been  after  the 
birth  of  the  patient  so  educated'.  The  effect  of  the  disease  in 
relation  to  speech  is  to  leave  the  patient  as  if  he  had  never  been 
educated  at  all  to  language,  and  had  been  born  without  the  power 
of  being  so  educated.  The  disease  in  question  is  an  affection  of 
bat  one  side  of  the  brain/ 

And  again : — 

*  Disease  of  a  particular  region  of  the  left  cerebral  hemi8phere 
is  followed  by  a  complete  or  partial  loss  of  power  in  the  naming 
process,  and  by  consequent  inability  to  speak,  even  when  all  the 

*  Cf.  Dr.  Gairdner,  The  Function  of  Articulate  Speech,  1866, 
p.  17. 

*  In  another  paper  Dr.  Hughlings  Jackson  describes  an  oath 
extremely  well  as  '  a  phrase  which  emotion  has  filched  from  the 
intellect' 

'  See  also  Dr.  Bateman's  Lecture  on  ^Darwinism  tested  by 
recent  researches  in  language,'  Journal  of  the  Victoria  Institute, 
March  12,  1872. 
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machinery  of  voice  and  articulation  recognised  in  anatomy  remains 
unchanged.' 

This  subject  has  likewise  been  treated  in  Dr.  Bate- 
man's  book  on  Aphasia,  and  though  one  may  feel 
doubtful  as  to  the  minute  conclusions  which  Dr. 
Broca  has  drawn  from  his  own  experiments  on 
different  portions  of  the  brain,  so  much  seems  to  me 
firmly  established,  that  if  a  certain  portion  of  the 
brain  on  the  left  side  of  the  anterior  lobe  happens  to 
be  affected  by  disease,  the  patient  becomes  unable  to 
use  rational  language :  while,  unless  some  other 
mental  disease  is  added  to  aphasia,  he  retains  the 
faculty  of  emotional  language,  and  of  communicating 
with  others  by  means  of  signs  and  gestures. 

In  referring  to  these  experiments  and  observations, 
I  hope  I  shall  not  be  suspected  of  admitting  that  the 
brain,  or  any  part  of  the  brain  secretes  rational  lan- 
guage, as  the  liver  secretes  bile.  My  only  object  was 
to  show  that  the  distinction  between  emotional  and 
rational  language  is  not  artificial  or  of  a  purely 
logical  character,  but  confirmed  by  palpable  evidence 
in  the  pathological  affections  of  the  brain.  No  man 
of  any  philosophical  culture  will  look  on  the  brain,  or 
that  portion  of  the  brain  which  interferes  with 
rational  language,  as  the  seat  of  the  faculty  of  speech, 
as  little  as  we  place  the  faculty  of  seeing  in  the  eye, 
or  the  faculty  of  hearing  in  the  ear.  That  without 
which  anything  is  impossible  is  not  necessarily  that 
by  which  it  is  possible.  We  cannot  see  without  the 
eye,  or  hear  without  the  ear ;  perhaps,  we  might  say, 
we  cannot  speak  without  the  third  convolution  of  the 
left  anterior  lobe  of  the  brain ;  but  neither  can  the 
eye  see,  or  the  ear  hear,  or  the  third  convolution  of 
the  left  anterior  lobe  of  the  brain  speak  without  the 
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00-operation  of  many  other  things,  and  i^ithout  the 
will  of  what  we  call  our  self.  To  look  for  the 
faculty  of  speech  in  the  brain  would,  in  fact,  be 
hardly  less  Homeric  than  to  look  for  the  soul  in  the 
midriff. 

The  greatest  mischief,  however,  which  the  onoma- 
topoeic theory  of  language  has  caused,  Mischief  to 
lies  not  within  the  sphere  of  logic,  but  Schoimhip. 
in  that  of  scholarship,  and  it  is  from  scholars, 
therefore ,  that  hitherto  the  loudest  protests  against 
it  have  proceeded.  Comparative  Philology  has 
always  prided  itself  on  the  strict  observance  of 
phonetic  laws.  Every  vowel  and  every  consonant, 
after  it  had  once  been  fixed  in  any  given  root,  was 
shown  to  extend  its  sway  over  the  latest  o&hoots. 
Long  treatises  were  written  to  show  that  Oeo^^  could 
not  be  derived  from  the  same  root  which  gave  rise  to 
deus,  because  the  root  DIV  was  without  aspiration 
in  its  initial  consonant.  In  spite  of  popular  in- 
credulity, day  was  separated  from  dies,  care  from 
cura,  have  from  habeo,  call  from  /caXeiV,  doom  from 
damnare.  It  was  not  likely  therefore  that  a  school 
wliich  attempted  to  derive  words  in  Greek,  and  Latin, 
and  English  straight  from  such  indefinite  sounds  as 
pu,  bu,  or  fu,  expressive  of  contempt,  should  find 
much  mercy  with  the  pupils  of  Bopp. 

I  do  not  in  the  least  deny  that  some  scholars  who 
believe  that  interjections  and  imitations  are  the  real 
roots  of  language  have  given  proof  of  wide  reading 
and  considerable  ingenuity.  But  neither  the  one  nor 
the  other  is  of  any  avail  unless  supported  by  an  im- 
plicit faith  in  phonetic  laws.     We  must  distinguish  at 

'  M.  M.,  Selected  Essays,  voL  i.  pp.  215,  459. 
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least  four  roots  in  Sanskrit,  PUY,  to  stink,  PIY,  to 
hate,  BHt,  to  fear,  SHTjEZIV,  to  spne,  in  order  to 
account  for  the  origin  of  such  words  as— 

(i)  Pus,  puteo,  TTvov,  irvOw,  Gothic  fAls,  etc. 

(2)  Gothic  fijan,  to  hate,  fijands,  fiend ;  faian, 

to  blame,  etc. 

(3)  Sk.   bhiA,    fear,    bhima,    fearful,    ^cjSo/xai, 

(p60o9,  etc.^ 

(4)  Gothic  speiva,  Lat.  spuo,  pitu-ita,  7mJa>, 

These  derivations  are  by  no  means  firee  from  pho- 
netic  difficulties,  but  any  one  who  will  considt  Curtius 
will  see  that  those  difficulties  have  at  all  events  not 
been  ignored,  but  faxsed  and  explained,  as  far  as  pos- 
sible.  To  the  believer  in  the  interjectional  origin  of 
language,  however,  no  such  difficulties  exist,  every- 
thing seems  easy  and  plausible,  and  those  who  ven- 
ture to  doubt  are  declared  to  be  pedantic  believers 
in  phonetic  laws  which  they  themselves  have  set  up. 
We  are  told  that/  is  the  natural  sound  expressive  of 
contempt,  because  we  make  it  in  drawing  in  pleasant 
scents  and  blowing  away  unpleasant  ones.  In 
English  this  sound  of  contempt  is  expressed  by  piff, 
phew,  phit,  and  all  over  the  world  by  fu,  pu,  whew. 
Thus  we  are  rid  at  once  of  all  difficulties  created  by 
Grimm's  Law.  We  can  explain  the  Dutch  pusen, 
pusten,  phausen  quite  as  well  as  the  Greek  (pua-uw^ 
iroi(j)v<r<rw^  Latin  piisula  and  pustula,  also  spuo  and 
spuma.  Nor  is  there  any  doubt  that  the  Finnish 
puhhata,  puhkia,  the  Sandwichian  puhi,  Maori 
puhipuhi   and   pupuhi,   Quichua   puhuni,   Zulu 

^  Curtius,  Gruudziige,  p.  298. 

'  For  further  deriyations  see  Curtius,  pp.  286,  298. 
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pupuza,  Malay  puput,  Sk.  phAtkara,  puflSng, 
hissiiig,  pupphusa  (xoi-^iJcro-ft)),  lungs,  the  Maori 
piika^  to  snort,  and  piika-piika,  lungs,  all  come 
from  the  same  inexhaustible  source.  If  we  have 
once  admitted  all  this,  we  cannot  resist  the  conclusion 

A 

that  Sk.  PUY,  to  decay,  to  stink,  meant  originally 
to  say  fie,  and  thus  led  on  to  Lat.  puteo,  putresco, 
pus,  to  foetidus,  Gothic  fuls,  foul,  etc.  Nav, 
we  are  asked  why  the  auxiliary  verb  BHU,  to  be, 
should  not  belong  to  the  same  kith  and  kin,  as  it 
might  have  meant  originally  to  puflF,  then  to  breathe, 
then  to  live,  then  to  be.  Again,  as  the  French  say 
'faire  fi  d'une  chose,'  why  should  not  pudet  me 
have  meant  originaUy  'it  poohs  me,'  and  pudeo 
*  I  pooh,'  and  if  so,  why  should  not  repudio,  'I  pooh 
towards  a  thing,*  and  refuto,  *  I  pooh  away,'  be  re- 
ferred to  the  same  source  ? 

These  are  no  inventions  of  my  own  or  even  exagger- 
ations, nay,  what  is  the  worst  of  it,  there  is  in  all  of 
this  a  considerable  element  of  truth,  if  only  it  were 
disentangled  from  the  surrounding  slags.  I  do  not 
mean  to  say  that  repudiare  did  ever  mean  *to  say 
fi/  If  tripudiare,  *to  beat  the  ground  with  the 
feet,  to  dance,'  is  connected  with  pedum  and  pesS 
repudiare  can  hardly  be  separated  from  it,  and  must 
have  meant  originally  to  kick  away  or  some  similar 
recalcitrating  action.  Nor  do  I  mean  to  imply  that 
refutare  ever  meant  to  say  fie !  If  reflito  is  de- 
rived fi:om  an  old  root  FU,  Sk.  HU,  which  afterwards 
took  the  form  fundo,  but  which  in  its  simplest  form 
FU  produced  futis,  a  jug  for  pouring  out,  futilis, 
fit  for   pouring    out,  and  also   fons,    source,   then 

'  See,  however,  Cic.  Div.  ii  34,  72,  and  Festus,  p.  363. 
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futare  can  only  have  meant  to  pour,  and  refutare 
to  ponr  back  ;  and  as  fun  dare  is  used  in  the  sense 
of  throwing  to  the  ground,  refutare  also  was  most 
likelv  used  in  the  same  sense  \ 

But  making  these  and  other  deductions,  which 
every  scholar  would  make  at  once,  there  remains  this 
kernel  of  truth,  that  the  root  P  U  Y  was  very  likely 
the  residuum  of  a  number  of  sounds  accompanying 
the  acts  of  primitive  men  when  rejecting  something 
unpleasant  and  expressing  their  disgust.  This  is 
in  fact  the  form  which  the  theory  which  I  called 
the  Pooh-pooh  theory  has  now  assumed  with  most 
scholars.  Some  have  openly  abandoned  it,  others 
have  protested  that  they  never  held  it  in  its  extreme 
form,  and  that  they  would  be  satisfied  with  the  ad- 
mission that  roots  might  have  some  kind  of  distant 
connection  with  interjections  and  imitations,  while 
the  growth  of  real  language  should  be  traced  back 
to  these  roots.  With  these  admissions  students  of 
Comparative  Philology  will  be  perfectly  satisfied,  and 
no  further  misunderstanding  is  likely  to  arise,  if  only 
the  observance  of  the  phonetic  laws  becomes  in  future, 
not  only  a  promise,  but  a  fulfilment  with  our  new 
converts. 

But  while  we  may  hope  that  all  Bow-wow  and 
Pooh-pooh  etymologies  will  henceforth  be  banished 
from  etymological  and  grammatical  treatises,  we 
ought  to  admit  on  our  side  that  interjections  and 
imitations  of  natural  sounds  deserve  the  serious 
attention  of  the  philosopher  who  has  to  do  with  the 
question  which  now  occupies  us,  namely  the  origin 
of  roots. 

^  See  however  Corssen,  Auesprache,  i.  158. 
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In  the  Science  of  Language,  roots,  as  we  saw,  are 
ultimate  facts.  Their  number  may  be  Rooto^^^^j. 
and,  I  have  no  doubt,  will  be  more  and  mate  facts  in 
more  reduced,  but  no  primary  root  can  ^^^*"**^q[ 
be  further  analysed  by  purely  philologic  Xn  the  Science 
methods.  "  ofThought. 

It  has  often  been  a  matter  of  surprise  to  me  that, 
whereas  in  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language 
I  had  done  all  I  could  to  avoid  committing  myself 
to  any  theory  on  the  origin  of  language,  or  rather 
of  roots,  I  should  have  been  credited  for  years  with 
one  or  the  other  solution  of  this  important  problem. 
I  call  it  an  important  problem,  because  I  have  never 
been  able  to  share  the  feeling  of  some  of  the  most 
eminent  scholars  who  look  upon  the  various  attempts 
at  solving  it  with  ill-concealed  contempt,  and  place 
it  in  the  same  category  as  the  problems  of  the  per- 
petuum  mobile  or  the  squaring  of  the  circle.  The 
less  a  young  scholar  knows  about  languages,  it  used 
to  be  said,  the  more  eloquent  will  he  be  on  the  origin 
of  language,  and  nothing  could  be  more  significant 
than  the  resolution  passed  by  an  illustrious  philo- 
logical society  at  Paris,  never  to  admit  a  paper  or 
allow  a  discussion  on  the  origin  of  language. 

My  own  conviction,  on  the  contrary,  has  always 
been  that  the  student  of  the  science  of  language 
should  never,  while  carrying  on  his  own  special  re- 
searches, lose  sight  of  that  problem  ;  that  his  own 
special  researches  should  be  to  him  like  sign-posts, 
leading  him  on  and  on  in  the  right  direction,  till  the 
facts  accumulated  by  the  patient  explorers  of  the  his- 
tory of  language  rise  on  either  side  like  the  mountain 
wdls  of  a  valley,  narrowing  his  path  more  and  more, 
and  pointing  the  way,  if  not  to  the  very  source  of  the- 
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river,  at  least  to  the  region  from  which  alone  its 
tributaries  can  spring. 

Grimm  waited  till  he  was  an  old  man  before  he 

ffave  a  permanent  form  to  his  thoughts  on 

Bopp  on  the    the  Origin  of  language  S  and  if  his  little 

origin  of  \)o6k  on  that  subject  was  by  many  of  his 
greatest  admirers  declared  to  have  been 
disappointing,  it  is  nevertheless  of  great  interest,  q& 
marking  the  highest  point  that  can  be  reached  by 
that  purely  historical  method  which  has  rendered 
Grimm^s  school  illustrious. 

Bopp  never  wrote  on  the  origin  of  language  at  all, 
and  he  seems  to  me  to  have  been  perfectly  justified 
in  this.  Every  scholar  has  surely  the  right  to  draw 
himself  the  boundaries  of  the  field  which  he  wishes 
to  cultivate,  and  nothing  seems  more  unfair  than  to 
blame  him  for  not  drawing  his  fiurow  beyond  what 
he  considers  his  own  field.  We  do  not  blame  the 
geologist  who  is  satisfied  with  studying  the  rocks  as 
he  finds  them,  without  entering  into  the  questions  of 
chemistry  or  crystallography.  We  allow  the  formal 
logician  to  discuss  the  forms  of  thought,  without  in- 
sisting on  his  pronouncing  an  opinion  on  the  structure 
of  the  nerves  or  the  working  of  the  organs  of  sense. 
Many  scholars  go  even  so  far  in  their  definition  of  the 
Science  of  Language  as  to  exclude  from  it  all  con- 
sideration of  roots.  Language  with  them  is  a  totality 
of  physically  perceptible  signs  of  thought,  and  these 
signs,  their  purpose  and  history,  are  to  them  the  only 
subject  for  the  student  of  linguistic  science.  I  agree 
with  this  to  a  certain  point,  and  I  feel  convinced  that. 


1  ( 


Uber  den  Ursprung  der  Sprache/  aus  den  Abhandlungen  der 
Koniglichen  Akademie  der  Wissenschaften  vom  Jahr  1851. 
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if  any  real  advance  is  to  be  made  in  the  conquest  of 
ta-uth,  there  must  be  division  of  labour.  No  one  who 
watches  the  historical  growth  of  any  science  can  fail 
to  see  that  the  most  valuable  contributions  to  the 
stock  of  human  knowledge  have  been  made  by  those 
who  were  content  to  cultivate  a  small  field,  but  who 
cultivated  it  thoroughly.  Bopp  was  satisfied  with 
tracing  the  whole  body  of  languages  back  to  roots, 
and  distinctly  declined  to  go  beyond.  These  roots 
were  to  him  ultimate  facts.  His  patient  analysis  of 
words  led  him  thus  far,  but  no  farther,  and  the 
question  how  a  root  DA  came  to  mean  to  give,  or  a 
root  ST  A  to  stand,  was  frankly  left  by  him  as 
a  problem  beyond  his  powers. 

In  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language  I  pur- 
posely followed  Bopp's  example.     Within      why  i 
the  limits  which  I  had  fixed  for  myself  in    •▼^ided  the 
those  two  courses  of  lectures,  the  roots,      origin  of 
whether  Aryan,  Semitic,  or  Turanian,  that     !«««•«•• 
is  to  say  the   elements  of  language  which  resist 
further  grammatical  analysis,  were  represented  as 
ultimate  &cts.     From  an  historical  point  of  view, 
and  with  the  tools  supplied  by  the  analytical  method, 
we  can  go  no  further,  and  we  should  not  attempt  to 
go  ftirther. 

But  to  show  that  a  certain  road,  and  the  only  safe 
road,  leads  us  to  a  mountain  wall  which  from  our  side 
can  never  be  scaled,  is  very  different  from  saying 
that  there  is  and  that  there  can  be  nothing  behind 
that  wall.  To  judge  from  the  manner  in  which 
some  philologists  speak  of  roots,  one  would  imagine 
that  they  were  not  only  indiscernibilia,  but  Pal- 
ladia fallen  straight  from  the  sky,  utterly  incom- 
prehensible in  their  nature  and  origin.     It  was  in 

p 
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order  to  guard  against  such  a  view  that,  at  the  end 
of  the  first  volume  of  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of 
Language,  I  felt  induced  to  add  a  few  lines,  just  as 
a  painter,  when  he  has  finished  a  landscape,  dots  in  a 
few  lines  in  the  background  to  show  that  there  is  a 
world  beyond.  The  Science  of  Language,  I  felt,  had 
done  its  work,  when  it  had  reduced  the  vague  pro- 
blem of  the  origin  of  language  to  a  more  definite 
form,  viz.  *  What  is  the  origin  of  roots  ? '  How  much 
has  been  gained  by  that  change  of  front  those  will 
best  be  able  to  appreciate  who  have  studied  the  in- 
numerable attempts  at  discovering  the  origin  of 
language,  firom  the  time  of  the  earliest  Greek  philo- 
sophers to  the  present  day.  Language  was  always 
looked  upon  as  something  so.  dazzling  and  wonderful, 
the  wealth  of  words  and  the  unlimited  powers  of 
grammar  in  every  language  of  the  world  seemed  so 
astounding,  that  nothing  short  of  a  superhuman 
origin  would  satisfy  the  mind  of  most  thinkers. 
And  now  if  we  take  one  of  the  richest  languages  of 
the  past,  Sanskrit,  we  find  the  number  of  its  real 
roots  reduced  to  about  850 ;  while  for  English,  one 
of  the  richest  languages  of  the  present,  Professor 
Skeat  is  satisfied  with  461  Aryan  roots  to  explain 
the  whole  native  wealth  of  its  dictionary  \  exclusive 
of  about  a  score  of  demonstrative  elements.  What- 
ever has  been  said  or  written  in  the  Vedas,  the  Bible, 
or  the  plays  of  Shakespeare,  all  has  been  achieved  by 
the  composition  and  decomposition  of  that  small 
number  of  significative  syllables  which  would  fill  no 
more  than  a  page.  This  surely  is  a  simplification  of 
a  problem  such  as  we  seldom  find  in  the  history  of 


^  Etymological  Dictionary,  p.  746. 


THE   CONSTITUENT   ELEMENTS   OP   LANGUAGE.        211 

philosophy.  So  much  the  Science  of  Language  has 
achieyed ; — more  than  this  it  cannot  achieve  within 
its  proper  limits. 

If  then  the  Science  of  Language  cannot  carry  us 
beyond  the  point  where  the  student  of 
language  lays  the  primary  elements  of  dMing  ft«m ' 
speech  at  the  feet  of  the  philosopher,  and  *^®  ^^^  ^ 
if  the  Science  of  Thought  alone  can  take 
up  the  thread  that  is  to  lead  us  further  through 
the  labyrinth^  it  seemed  to  me  but  an  act  of  justice 
to  point  out  in  what  direction  one  philosopher 
at  least  had  made  what  seemed  to  me  a  promising 
attempt  to  account  for  the  connection  between  sound 
and  thought,  which  is  in  other  words  the  problem,  or 
at  all  events,  an  important  part  of  the  problem  of  the 
origin  of  roots.  Professor  Heyse  in  his  lectures  de- 
livered at  the  University  of  Berlin,  and  published  after 
his  death  by  Professor  Steinthal,  had  pointed  out  that 
'  there  is  a  law  which  runs  through  nearly  the  whole 
of  nature,  that  everything  which  is  struck,  rings. 
Each  substance  has  its  peculiar  ring.  We  can  tell 
the  more  and  less  perfect  structure  of  metals  by  their 
vibrations,  by  the  answer  which  they  give.  Gold 
rings  differently  from  tin,  wood  rings  differently  from 
stone ;  and  different  sounds  are  produced  according 
to  the  nature  of  each  percussion.  It  may  be  the  same 
with  man,  the  most  highly  organised  of  nature's  work/ 

When  I  quoted  this  theory,  I  felt  convinced  that 
every  one  would  recognise  in  it  Professor  Heyse' s 
well-known  opinion,  an  opinion  which  dates  reaUy 
from  the  school  of  Oken  \  and  was  one  of  those  high 

'  'Was  tSnt,  gibt  seinen  Geist  kund;'  see  Tylor,  Primitive 
-Culture,  ii.  p.  1 66. 

P  2 
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generalisations  in  which  that  school  delighted.  When- 
I  saw  that  it  was  mistaken  for  my  own  matured 
opinion,  I  protested  in  every  later  edition  of  my  Lec- 
tures against  that  interpretation,  and  I  carefully 
guarded  in  everything  I  wrote  against  seeming  to 
express  a  preference  for  any  of  the  current  theories 
on  the  origin  of  roots,  or  of  language.  The  result 
has  been  that  the  upholders  of  almost  every  theory 
on  the  origin  of  language  have  claimed  me  as  one 
of  their  supporters,  while  Heyse's  theory,  which  I 
neither  adopted  nor  rejected,  but  which,  as  will  be 
seen,  is  by  no  means  incompatible  with  that  which 
for  many  years  has  been  gaining  on  me,  and  which  of 
late  has  been  so  clearly  formulated  by  Professor 
Noir^,  has  been  assailed  with  ridicule  and  torn  to 
pieces,  often  by  persons  who  did  not  even  suspect 
how  much  truth  was  hidden  behind  its  paradoxical 
appearance.  We  are  still  very  far  from  being  able  to 
identify  roots  with  nervous  vibrations,  but  if  it 
should  appear  hereafter  that  sensuous  vibrations 
supply  at  least  the  raw  material  of  roots,  it  is  quite 
possible  that  the  theory,  proposed  by  Oken  and 
Heyse,  will  retain  its  place  in  the  history  of  the 
various  attempts  at  solving  the  problem  of  the  origin 
of  language,  when  other  theories,  which  in  our  own 
days  were  received  with  popular  applause,  will  be 
completely  forgotten. 

When  at  the  end  of  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of 
Language  I  left  untouched  the  two  great 

PsychologiBts  111  .  11- 

ought  to  problems,  how  mere  ones,  whether  mter- 
■tudy  mind  in  I'ectional  or  imitative,  could  develop  into 

'"'^-  phonetic  types,  and  how  mere  vibrations 
of  the  nerves  could  develop  into  rational  concepts,  I 
confess  that  I  did  so  with  a  strong  hope  that  philo- 
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gophers  by  profession  would  quickly  work  the  mine 
that  had  been  opened  before  their  eyes,  or  rather  take 
possession  of  the  new  world  that  had  been  discovered 
for  them.  I  have  often  wondered  since  at  the  apathy, 
particularly  of  the  students  of  psychology,  with  re- 
gard to  the  complete  revolution  that  has  been  worked 
in  these  days  in  the  realm  of  language.  Surely  even 
if  language  were  only  the  outward  form  of  thought, 
no  philosophy  that  wishes  to  gain  an  insight  into  the 
nature  of  thought,  and  particularly  into  the  origin  of 
reason,  could  dispense  with  a  careful  study  of  lan- 
guage. What  would  Hobbes  or  Locke  have  given 
for  Bopp's  Comparative  Grammar  ? 

Is  it  not  extraordinary,  for  instance,  that  in  the 
latest  work  on  the  Principles  of  Psychology,  language 
should  hardly  ever  be  mentioned,  language  without 
ivhich  no  thought  can  exist,  or,  at  all  events,  without 
which  no  thought  has  ever  been  realised  or  expressed  ? 
It  does  not  matter  what  view  we  take  of  language ; 
under  all  circumstances,  its  intimate  relation  to 
thought  cannot  be  doubtful.  Call  language  a  mass 
of  imitative  cries,  or  a  heap  of  conventional  signs ;  let 
it  be  the  tool  or  the  work  of  the  mind ;  let  it  be 
the  mere  garment  or  the  very  embodiment  of  thought 
— whatever  it  is,  surely  it  has  something  to  do  with 
the  historical  or  palaeontological,  and  with  the  indi- 
vidual or  embryological  evolution  of  the  human 
mind.  It  may  be  very  interesting  to  the  psychologist 
to  know  the  marvellous  machinery  of  the  senses, 
beginning  with  the  first  formation  of  nervous  channels, 
tracing  the  process  in  which  the  reflex  action  of  the 
molecules  of  the  afferent  nerves  produces  a  reaction 
of  the  molecules  of  the  efferent  nerves,  following  up 
the  establishment  of  nervous  centres  and   nervous 
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plexuses,  and  laying  bare  the  network  of  those  tele- 
graphic wires  through  which  messages  are  flashed 
from  station  to  station.  Yet,  much  -of  that  network 
and  its  functions  admits,  and  can  admit,  of  an  hypo- 
thetical interpretation  only,  while  we  have  before 
our  eyes  another  network, — I  mean  language  in  its 
endless  variety,  where  every  movement  of  the  mind, 
from  the  first  tremor  to  the  last  utterance  of  our 
philosophy,  may  be  studied  as  in  a  faithful  photo- 
graph. 

And  while  we  know  the  nervous  system  only  such 
as  it  is,  or,  if  we  adopt  the  theory  of  evolution, 
such  as  it  has  gradually  grown  from  the  lowest  to 
the  highest  state  of  organisation,  without  ever  being 
able  to  watch  the  actual  historical  or  palaeontological 
process  of  its  formation,  we  know  language,  not  only 
as  it  is,  but  can  watch  it  in  its  constant  genesis,  and  in 
its  historical  progress  from  simplicity  to  complexity, 
and  again  from  complexity  to  simplicity. 

For  let  it  not  be  forgotten  that  language  has  two 
aspects.  We,  the  historical  races  of  mankind,  use 
it,  we  speak  and  think  it,  but  we  do  not  make  it. 
Even  those  who  call  the  faculty  of  language  con- 
genital, must  admit  that  to  us  every  language  is 
traditional.  The  words  in  which  we  think  are  channels 
of  thought  which  we  have  not  dug  ourselves,  but 
which  we  found  ready-made  for  us.  The  work  of 
making  language  belongs  to  a  period  in  the  history 
of  mankind  beyond  the  reach  of  the  ordinary  historian, 
and  of  which  we,  in  our  advanced  state  of  mental 
development,  can  hardly  form  a  clear  conception. 
Yet  that  period  must  have  had  an  historical  reality 
as  much  as  the  period  during  which  small  annual 
deposits  formed  the  strata  of  the  globe  on  which 
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we  live.  As  during  enonnous  periods  of  time  the 
Earth  was  absorbed  in  producing  the  carboniferons 
v^etation  which  still  supplies  us  with  the  means 
of  wxirmth,  light,  and  life,  tliere  must  have  been  a 
period  likewise  during  which  the  human  mind  had 
no  other  work  but  that  of  linguistic  Y^etation,  the 
produce  of  which  still  supplies  the  stores  of  our 
grammars  and  dictionaries.  After  the  great  bulk 
of  language  was  finished,  a  new  work  began,  that 
of  arranging  and  defining,  and  of  now  and  then 
coining  a  new  word  for  a  new  thought  or  a  new 
shade  of  thought.  And  all  this  we  can  watch  our- 
selves  in  the  quarries  opened  by  the  Science  of 
Language.  No  microscope  will  enable  us  to  watch 
the  formation  of  a  new  nervous  ganglion,  while  we  can 
see  with  our  own  eyes  the  formation  of  new  mental 
ganglia  in  the  formation  of  every  new  word.  Besides, 
whatever  physiological  psychologists  may  say,  the 
whole  network  of  the  nerves  is  as  much  outside  the 
mind  as  our  skin  is.  A  state  of  nervous  action,  it  has 
been  truly  said^,  may  be  parallel,  but  it  never  is 
identical  with  a  state  of  consciousness,  and  even  the 
assumed  parallelism  between  nervous  states  and  states 
of  consciousness  is,  when  we  come  to  details,  beyond 
all  comprehension*.  Language,  on  the  contrary,  is 
not  outside  the  mind,  but  is  the  outside  of  the  mind. 
Language  is  very  thought  as  much  as  thought  is  very 
language. 

Is  it  not  strange  that  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer,  who 
is  so  much  impressed  with  the  idea  that  mental 
tendencies  originally  derived  from  experience  impress 


*  H.  Spencer,  Principles  of  Psychology,  ii.  592. 

*  H.  Spencer,  1.  c,  i.  1 40. 
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themselveB  permanently  on  the  cerebral  structure  and 
are  transmitted  by  inheritance,  should  have 
inberitanoe,  lookcd  for  the  tracoB  of  these  impressions 
explained  by  jjj  ^hc  convolutions  of  the  brain,  where 
no  microscope  will  ever  discover  them, 
and  not  where  they  are  visible  to  unaided  sight  and 
palpable  to  the  conmionest  understanding,  namely 
in  language  1  How  can  it  be  otherwise  than  that 
the  modes  of  thinking  and  speaking  which  are 
acquired  by  the  race  should  become  traditional, 
when  every  new  generation  has  to  make  itself  at 
home  in  the  grammatical  building  inherited  from  its 
ancestors,  and  has  to  learn  to  walk  in  the  shoes  left  by 
its  fathers  ?  We  do  not  want  a  revival  of  mysterious 
innate  ideas,  if  we  can  only  open  our  eyes  to  see 
the  unbroken  continuity  which  holds  untold  genera- 
tions together  by  the  intellectual  chains  of  language. 

Just  at  the  end  of  his  interesting  work  on  the 
Principles  of  Psychology  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  makes 
a  remark  which  shows  that  he  is  by  no  means 
ignorant  of  what  a  psychologist  might  learn  from 
a  careful  study  of  language  ^  *  Whether  it  be  or  be 
not  a  true  saying,'  he  writes,  'that  mythology  is  a 
disease  of  language,  it  may  be  said  with  truth  that 
metaphysics,  in  all  its  anti-realistic  developments, 
is  a  disease  of  language.'  No  doubt  it  is,  but  does 
Mr.  H.  Spencer  not  perceive  what  enormous  conse- 
quences flow  from  this  view  of  language  for  a  proper 
study  of  psychology,  nay,  of  philosophy  in  general  ? 
If  a  disease  of  language  can  produce  such  hallu- 
cinations as  mythology  and  metaphysics,  what  then 
is  the  health  of  language  and  what  its  bearing  on 

*  L.  c,  ii.  p.  502. 
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all  the  healthy  functions  of  the  mind  1  Nervous  or 
cerebral  disorders  occupy  at  present  a  large  portion 
in  eveiy  work  on  psychology,  yet  they  are  in  their 
nature  obscure  and  must  always  remain  so.  Why  a 
hardening  or  softening  of  the  brain  should  interfere 
with  the  firee  movements  of  our  mind  will  never  be  ex* 
plained,  though  it  may  be  said  metaphorically  that  the 
nerves  are  somewhat  damaged  and  do  not  properly 
receive  and  convey  the  nervous  currents.  But  what 
we  call  a  disease  of  language  is  perfectly  intelligible ; 
nay,  it  has  been  proved  to  be  natural  and  inevitable. 
Mythology,  as  I  have  tried  to  show  again  and  again, 
does  not  apply  to  religion  and  tradition  only,  but 
to  every  possible  sphere  of  mental  activity,  and  I 
ventured  to  call  the  whole  history  of  philosophy, 
from  Thales  to  Hegel,  one  uninterrupted  battle 
against  mytibiology,  one  constant  protest  of  new 
thought  and  new  language  against  old  thought  and 
old  language.  Not  till  we  understand  the  true  nature 
of  language  shall  we  understand  the  true  nature  of 
the  human  mind,  and  those  who  wish  to  read  the 
real  history  of  the  development  of  the  mind  of  man 
must  leam  to  read  it  in  language,  the  primeval  and 
never-ending  autobiography  of  our  race. 

There  is  one  feet  in  the  Science  of  Language  which 
may  be  taken  as  established  beyond  the  predicative 
reach  of  controversy,  namely  that  the  whole  and  Demon- 
wealth  of  words  in  the  different  Aryan  ^^^^^^ 
languages  can  be  traced  back  to  a  small  number  of 
roots.  To  me  it  seems  as  certain  and  as  true  as 
that  water  consists  of  oxygen  and  hydrogen,  I  call 
the  number  of  roots  small,  whether  we  fix  it  as  high 
as  one  thousand,  or,  after  deducting  all  secondary 
roots,  as  low  as  one  hundred.     And  what  applies  to 
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the  Aryan,  applies  likewise  to  the  Semitic,  and  to 
all  languages  which  have  as  yet  been  studied  and 
carefully  analysed,  not  excepting  the  Chinese.  In 
Chinese  there  is  little  or  no  outward  difference 
between  a  word  and  a  root,  but  large  clusters  of 
meanings,  conveyed  by  the  same  sound,  can  be  traced 
back  here  also  to  uniform  sounds  and  simple  original 
concepts. 

It  makes  a  great  difference,  however,  whether  we 
say  that  all  words  can  be  traced  back  to  or  can  be 
derived  from  roots,  because  the  latter  expression 
would  commit  us  more  definitely  to  the  admission 
that,  chronologically  speaking,  roots  came  first  and 
words  afterwards,  and  that  there  must  have  been 
9.  time  when  people  spoke  in  roots  only. 

There  has  always  been  a  certain  flutter  among  philo- 
Are  roots  logists  whcnevcr  this  conclusion  came  to  be 
words  ?  drawn.  It  is  certainly  quite  true  that,  if  we 
argue  logically,  we  shall  have  to  admit  that  the  ancient 
grammarians  of  India  were  right  in  maintaining  that 
no  root  could  ever  be  a  word,  and  no  word  could 
ever  be  a  root,  and  that  even  in  cases  where  in 
Sanskrit  a  word  was  outwardly  identical  with  its 
root,  it  was  not  so  inwardly.  In  order  to  satisfy 
their  logical  conscience,  they  actually  invented  a  class 
of  suflBxes  which  outwardly  were  nought,  but  which, 
if  added  to  a  root,  raised  that  root  from  a  root  into 
a  word.  As  roots  are  causes,  and  words  are  effects, 
the  ancient  Indian  grammarians  were  perfectly  right 
in  holding  that  a  root,  in  its  very  conception,  is 
different  from  an  actual  word.  But,  admitting  all 
this,  we  ought  not  to  ignore  the  fact  that  in  many 
languages  there  is  no  outward  difference  between 
roots  and  words,  and  that  even  in  a  language,  like 
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the  ancient  Sanskrit  of  the  Veda,  which  has  long 
left  the  agglutinative  for  the  inflectional  stage,  we 
find  words,  or  at  all  events  bases  of  words  (padas), 
distinguished  by  no  outward  signs,  whether  suffixes, 
prefixes,  infixes,  changes  of  vowel  or  accent,  from 
what  we  call  their  roots  ^.  In  answer  to  the  question 
therefore  whether  the  -roots  of  Sanskrit  represent 
what  was  at  a  very  early  time  the  whole  language  of 
the  people,  I  answer  both  Yes  and  No.  I  answer 
No,  because  as  soon  as  a  sentence  was  uttered,  a 
root,  whether  used  for  nominal  or  verbal  purposes, 
ceased  to  be  a  root.  I  answer  Yes,  because  the 
material  used  for  such  sentences  was  really  supplied 
by  what  we  now  call  the  roots  of  Sanskrit. 

We  have  next  to  consider  another  fact  which  the 
Science  of  Language  has  placed  beyond  Roots  express 
the  reach  of  reasonable  doubt,  namely,  Concepts. 
that  every  root  expresses  a  concept,  or  what  is  called 
a  general  notion,  or,  more  correctly,  the  conscious- 
ness of  repeated  acts,  such  as  scraping,  digging, 
striking,  joining,  cutting,  eating,  drinking,  going, 
moving,  standing,  passing,  felling,  shaking,  seeing, 
hearing,  etc.  They  express  acts,  transitive  or  in- 
transitive, and  the  consciousness  of  such  acts,  if 
expressed  by  any  signs,  whether  phonetic  or  other- 
wise, must  be  considered  as  the  first  step  towards 
the  formation  of  concepts.     Of  this  more  hereafter. 

In  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  i.  304, 
I  proposed  to  divide  all  Ai  yan  roots  into    gj^jpi^  ^^ 
Primitive,  Secondary,  and   Tertiary.      Complex 
Representing  consonants  by  C,  and  vowels  "* 

by  V,  I  included  in  the  first  class  of — 


Selected  Eat&jB,  i.  p.  89  seq. ;  Aufrecht,  Urtadi-Sutras,  p.  278. 
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A.  Primitive  roots : 

(i)  V,  e.g.  I,  togo; 

(2)  VC,  e.  g.  AD,  to  eat  ; 

(3)  CV,  e.  g.  DA,  to  give. 

B.  Secondary  roots : 

(4)  CVC,  e.  g.  TUD,  to  strike. 

In  secondary  roots  one  consonant  is  often  variable. 
By  the  side  of  TUD,  to  strike,  we  find,  according  to 
native  grammarians, 

TUP,  topati,  tumpati,  tupati,  Or.  rvir-rtt,  rvfuravw,  etc. 
TUBH,  tubhn&ti,  tubhyati,  tobhate,  to  strike ; 
TUPH,  tophati,  tumphati,  tuphati,  to  strike ; 
TU6r,  tu%ati,  to^ati,  to  strike,  to  stir; 
TUH,  tohati,  to  torture ; 
TUSy  to«ate,  to  strike. 

TUR,  tutorti,  TtfR,  tiiryate,  TTIRV,  tflrvati,  may  belong  to  a 
different  cluster. 

C  Tertiary  roots  : 

(5)  CCV,  e.  g.  PLU,  to  flow ; 

(6)  VCC,  e.  g.  ARD,  to  hurt ; 

(7)  CCVC,  e.  g.  SPAiS,  to  see ; 

(8)  CCVCC,  e.  g.  SPAND,  to  tremble  \ 

I  thought  at  that  time  that  the  simple  roots  in 
classes  A  and  B  should  be  considered  also  as  the 
more  primitive,  while  those  of  class  C  would  belong 
to  a  later  period.  I  also  thought  that  the  simple 
roots  expressed  primary  and  general,  the  complex 
roots  secondary  and  more  special  meanings.  But 
the  facts  of  language,  such  as  we  know  them  at 
present,  do  not  support  that  theory.  The  two  pro- 
cesses of  generalising  what  is  special  and  specialising^ 
what  is  general  go  on  uninterruptedly  in  the  growth 
of  language,  and  to  postulate  in  the  beginning  simple 
roots  with  the  most  general  meanings  as  previous  to 

*  In  tertiary  roots  the  third  consonant  is  generally  a  nasal,  semi- 
vowel or  sibilant. 
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complex  roots  with  more  special  meanings  would  be 
tbe  same  mistake  in  Hngnistic  history  as  in  natural 
history  to  claim  for  the  genus  a  priority  before  the 
species,  or  for  the  species  before  the  individuals 
The  process  of  simplification  and  elimination  in  roots 
is  quite  as  possible  as  that  of  specialisation,  and 
such  roots,  for  instance,  as  MifiJ^,  Mifi£>,  MiRD, 
MilLDH,  expressing  different  kinds  of  crushing, 
may  well  have  existed  previous  to  or  contempo- 
raneously with  the  simple  root  MiR,  to  grind,  and 
need  not,  as  I  formerly  supposed,  have  expressed 
later  modifications    of  one    common  original   type 

In  addition,  however,  to  these  roots,  which  are  pre- 
dicative and  conceptual,  we  saw  that  it  is  nemonstra. 
necessary  to  admit  a  small  class  of  what  I  call  ^^®  Biemenu. 
demonstrative  or  pronominal  roots,  though  it  might 
be  better  to  call  them  simply  demonstrative  elements. 
They  merely  point  to  an  object  in  space  and  time, 
and  express  what  we  now  express  by  here,  there, 
then,  this,  that,  near,  far,  above,  below,  etc. 
In  their  primitive  form  and  intention  they  are  ad- 
dressed to  the  senses  rather  than  to  the  intellect. 
They  are  sensuous,  not  conceptual.  Some  scholars 
have  endeavoured  to  trace  them  back  to  conceptual 
roots.  They  see  in  aham,  ego,  for  instance,  a  deriva- 
tive from  AH,  to  breathe  or  to  speak,  just  as  they 
derive  &t-man,  self,  from  a  root  meaning  to  breathe^ 
They  would  see  in  the  demonstrative  ta  and  tad 
the  same  element  as  in  the  root  TA  and  TAN, 
to  stretch,  in  sa  a  derivative  from  the  root  AS, 
to  breathe  and  to  be. 


*  Sayce,  Introduction,  vol.  i.  p.  13. 
'  Selected  Essays,  vol.  i.  p.  90  seq. 
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It  might,  no  doubt,  simplify  the  problem  of  the 
origin  of  language  if  we  could  claim  for  the  whole 
of  it  one  and  the  same  conceptual  origin,  but  the 
evidence,  if  any,  would  necessarily  be  of  the  most 
evanescent  character  \  If  any  of  these  demonstrative 
roots  can  be  satisfactorily  ti-aced  back  to  conceptual 
roots,  I  see  no  reason  to  oppose  such  a  process  on 
principle ;  on  the  contrary,  we  know  that  there  is  no 
lack  of  analogies  iu  ancient  and  modem  languages  -. 
But  imtil  that  is  done,  I  can  see  nothing  against  the 
theory  which  accepts  these  demonstrative  elements 
as  remnants  of  an  earlier  stage,  if  not  of  language, 
yet  of  communication,  just  as  we  look  upon  clicks  as 
survivals  of  emotional  sounds  imbedded  in  the  layers 
of  conceptual  speech  ^, 

These  demonstrative  elements  appear  not  only  as 
Suffixes       ^^®   material    of  prepositions,    pronouns. 
Prefixes,      and  advcrbs,  but  likewise  in  the  shape 
and  Infixes.    ^£  g^^g^xes,  prcfixcs,   and  infixes,   which 
raise  a  root  into  a  base,  and  of  grammatical  termi- 
nations, which  change  a  base  into  a  word. 

Thus  from  a  root  KHAN,  to  dig,  a  base  was 
formed  KHAN-a,  meaning  originally  no  more  than 
what  might  be  rendered  in  modem  speech  by 
*  digging-here,'  to^c  n  koi  iroO  Kai  vSv.  In  addition  to 
this,  many  other  bases  were  thrown  out  by  repeated 
combinations  of  predicative  and  demonstrative  ele- 
ments, such  as  KHAN-I,  KHlN-aka,  KHAN- 
ana,  KHAN-itar,  KHA-ta,  KHA-tra,  &c., 
all  being  intended  originally,  it  would  seem,  for  no 

*  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  ii.  p.  33. 
'  Sayce,  Introduction,  vol.  ii.  p.  25. 

'  Professor  Noir6  in  his  Logos  (p.  186)  pleads  strongly  and 
ably  for  the  derivation  of  demonstrative  from  predicative  roots. 
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more  than  to  predicate  digging  of  something  in 
space  and  time,  and  varying  in  their  application 
according  to  the  tastes  of  various  speakers,  families, 
or  villages.  We  are  speaking  here  of  times  so  far 
beyond  the  reach  of  history,  and  of  intellectual 
processes  so  widely  removed  from  our  own,  tliat  no 
one  would  venture  to  speak  dogmatically  on  what 
was  actually  passing  in  the  minds  of  the  early 
framers  of  languages  when  they  first  uttered  these 
words.  It  is  possible  that  some  of  these  6u£Sxes 
were  intended  from  the  first  for  something  more 
special  than  a  mere  *  digging-here,'  '  digging-now.* 
Some  of  them  may  have  been  intended  from  the  first 
for  a  *  digging-he,'  i.  e.  a  labourer,  or  for  a  *  digging- 
it/  i.  e.  a  spade,  or  for  a  *  digging-now/  i.  e.  labour, 
or  for  a  *  digging-there,'  i.  e.  a  hole.  But  even  if 
this  had  not  been  so,  we  could  perfectly  well  imder- 
stand  how,  after  centuries  of  shaking  and  winnowing, 
some  derivatives  would  have  been  used  in  one, 
others  in  another  meaning.  Even  now,  many  of 
these  derivative  suffixes  can  be  used  in  more  than 
one  meaning.  Thus  KHAN-a  means  not  only 
a  digger,  but  also  a  hole ;  KH  AN-i,  a  digger  and 
a  mine. 

All  this  is  perfectly  true,  and  the  highest  credit  is 
due  to  Professor  Ludwig  for  having  been  .    i  *•   *• 

o  o  Agglutination 

the  first  to  point  out  that  the  suffixes  as  orAdaptaUon. 
well  as  the  personal  and  case  terminations  ^"^^^«- 
were  not  all  from  the  beginning  so  many  independent 
words,  each  with  its  own  definite  meaning,  and  glued 
to  a  root  in  order  to  modify  its  meaning.  So  far 
I  quite  agree  with  the  founder  of  what  has  been 
called  the  new  school  of  Comparative  Philology.  But, 
if  I  understand  him  rightly,  I  cannot  quite  agree 
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with  what  seems  to  be  his  opinion,  namely,  that 
there  was  in  the  pro-ethnical  Aryan  language  no 
agglutination  or  combination  at  all.  These  demon* 
strative  elements  must  have  had  their  independent 
existence,  quite  as  much  as  the  predicative  roots, 
and  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  deny  that  it  was  a  real 
act  of  synthesis  which  changed  KHAN  +  A  into 
khan  a,  and  *  digging-here '  into  *  digger/  To  sup- 
pose that  khana,  khani,  khanana,  khanitra, 
kh&tra,  &c.  all  tumbled  out  ready-made,  without 
any  synthetical  purpose,  and  that  their  differences 
were  due  to  nothing  but  an  uncontrolled  play  of  the 
organs  of  speech,  seems  to  me  an  unmeaning  asser- 
tion for  which,  so  far  as  I  can  see.  Professor  Ludwig 
himself  is  less  responsible  than  some  of  his  fol- 
lowers ^  I  fully  admit  that  when  we  once  begin  to 
speak  of  pro-ethnic  formations,  real  arguments,  proof 
and  counter-proof,  become  very  difficult.  But  even 
in  those  nebular  regions  the  intelligible  seems  to  me 
always  preferable  to  the  unintelligible,  and  whereas 
we  can  understand  the  combination  of  a  root  with 
various  demonstrative  elements  for  a  more  or  less 
definite  purpose,  it  is  difficult  to  realise  in  any  way 
the  promiscuous  outpouring  of  words,  agreeing  in 
their  predicative  elements,  but  bulging  out  into 
suffixes,  and  afterwards  in  terminations,  without  any 
guiding  principle.  According  to  some  of  the  more 
recent  writers  on  this  subject,  suffixes  and  termina- 
tions would  seem  to  be  like  corns  and  bunions,  mere 
excrescences  on  the  surface  of  roots,  which  are  there, 
and  require  no  further  explanation,  nay,  which  it  is 
wrong  even  to  attempt  to  explain. 

^  Duttens,  Exposants  Casuals,  p.  214. 
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What  must  be  admitted,  however,  is  that  many 
sufBxes  and  terminations  had  been  wrongly  analysed 
by  Bopp  and  his  school,  and  that  we  must  be  satisfied 
for  the  present  in  looking  upon  most  of  them  as 
in  the  beginning  simply  demonstrative  and  modifi- 
catory. 

But  even  thus  I  should  not  shut  the  door  alto- 
gether against  the  old  theory  that  some  significative 
suffixes  contained  elements  of  independent  s-^x-- 
significance.  I  do  not  think  that  it  has  ever  been 
proved  that  the  suffix  tar  a,  for  instance,  of  the 
comparative  could  have  had  no  connection  with  the 
root  T^,  to  cross  *,  and  that  the  suffixes  expressing 
an  agent*  in  dd-tir,  5o-T^p,  dator,  and  an  instru- 
ment in  d&-tram,  sickle,  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  same  root.  No  one  would  deny  that  tir^s, 
trans,  across^  through,  is  connected  with  that  root. 
If  then  we  can  form  in  Sanskrit  a  compound  dyu- 
tara,  crossing  the  sky,  why  not  uA;A:ais-tara, 
crossing  what  is  high,  and  mahat-tara,  exceeding 
what  is  great,  i.e.  greater.  If  ut-tara  (uttdra?) 
in  dur-uttara^  might  be  called  a  karmadh&raya, 
ut-tara,  the  comparative  of  ut,  might  be  taken  as 
a  tatparusha  compound.  We  do  not  doubt  as  yet 
that  in  ud-ak,  upward,  ak  represents  the  root  AUK, 
to  bend;  why  then  should  tara  in  ut-tara  not  be 
derived  from  the  root  TM,  to  cross  ?  Does  any  one 
believe  it  an  accident  that  while  the  suffix  tar  ex- 
presses the  agent,  tram  expresses  the  instrument  1  I 
do  not  deny  that  other  explanations  are  possible,  and 
that  much  may  be  said  in  their  defence ;  but  I  cannot 

^  Bopp,  Comp.  Qramioar,  §  291 

''  Ibid.  §815. 

'  Or  in  uttiraA  (var.  lect.  ^ttiraA),  Ath.  Veda,  zlx.  33.  i. 

Q 
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persuade  myself  that  every  new  theory  is  preferable 
simply  because  it  is  new,  simply  because  it  differs 
from  Bopp. 

We  must  remember  that  there  are  many  instances 
in  the  Aryan  languages  where  an  independent  word 
at  the  end  of  a  compound  has  been  ground  down  to 
a  mere  termination.  We  stiU  understand  the  pro- 
cess which  gives  us  such  a  word  as  four- fold, 
German  vier-fach,  because  to  fold  is  still  used  in 
the  sense  of  wrapping,  and  Fach  in  German  in  the 
sense  of  division.  More  likely,  however,  fach  is  the 
M.  H.  G.  vach,  a  fold.  This  fold  comes  from  the 
root  VJBiKy  in  Greek  7rXeic-w,  in  Latin  p lee- to,  in 
Gothic  fal-tha,  where  the  guttural  between  1  and 
th  is  lost,  as  it  is  likewise  in  0.  Slav,  ple-t-g,,  while 
it  has  been  preserved  in  Goth,  flaht,  a  fold,  and 
in  O.  H.  G.  flih-tu,  and  flah-s,  flax.  We  have 
the  same  root  in  Latin  sim-plex,  du-plex,  and 
I  doubt  whether  the  Komans  were  more  conscious 
of  the  radical  meaning  of  pi  ex  than  the  Greeks  were 
of  TrXaViof  in  Snr\d(Tio9.  At  all  events  in  the  Greek 
o-TTo^,  once,  where  the  second  element  ira^  must  have 
had  originally  the  same  meaning,  the  connection  of 
wa^  with  any  such  root  as  iray  in  ir^y-wixiy  which 
would  correspond  with  German  fach  (Goth,  fahan, 
O.  H.  G.  fach),  was  completely  forgotten. 

In  Sanskrit,  itatur-vaya,  fourfold,  shows  its  con- 
nection with  VI,  to  weave;  sa-krtt,  once,  with 
KiRT,  to  spin  ;  tribhu^r,  threefold,  with  BHUG^,  to 
bend.  Then  why  should  not  itatur-vidha,  four- 
fold, have  had  a  similar  origin,  and  lastly,  why  should 
we  not  admit  a  significative  element  even  in  dhd*  of 
^atur-dh&,  four-times^  and,  if  so,  likewise  in  A'xa 
and  Siyri  and  Axo5  ?     No  doubt  it  is  easier  to  say  that 
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Xa  is  a  pronominal   element,  but  the  easier  is  not 
always  the  truer. 

Another  instance  of  the  same  process  we  see  when 
we  compare  the  Sk.  pArvedyus,  where  dyus  is 
clearly  meant  for  day,  with  Trpml^ay  the  day  before 
yesterday.  Here,  as  well  as  in  x^*"?^^>  ?^  ^^^  K^^ 
are  the  last  remnants  of  an  independent  word,  quite  as 
much  as  in  noctu  diusque,  hodie,  and  yesterday. 
But  if  so,  why  should  we  hesitate  to  derive  sa-dyas, 
at  once,  from  the  same  source,  so  that  it  meant 
originally  on  the  same  day?  Why  again  should 
a-dya,  now,  not  be  taken  as  representing  an  original 
this  day  ?  One  step  leads  to  another,  and  no  doubt 
we  must  be  careful  not  to  venture  too  far.  Still,  if 
dyus  and  dya  can  represent  day  (Sk.  dyu  and 
div),  could  not  dum  (cf.  biduum)  in  Latin  be  an 
accusative  of  the  same  base,  so  that  non  dum  was 
meant  originally  for  'not  this  day,'  just  as  pas 
-encore  was  passum  banc  horam,  *not  this  hour '  1 
These  questions  cannot  be  answered  very  positively, 
but  neither  do  we  get  any  very  positive  answers  from 
those  who  deny  that  these  words  are  anything  but 
pronominal.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  S^v,  long, 
must  stand  for  SiFriv,  or  5j;,  now,  for  SiFri,  but  pho- 
netically there  is  no  difficulty,  as  little  as  there 
would  be  in  deriving  the  corresponding  Latin  form 
jam  from  dyslm  or  divam.  The  different  forms 
under  which  Dyaus  appears  as  ZeiJy,  Ziyi/,  lanus,  and 
lovis,  would  furnish  sufficient  analogies  for  the 
phonetic  changes  which  have  to  be  granted  in  these 
etymologies, 

I  admit  that  many  things  are  problematical  in 
these  derivations  and  in  others  proposed  by  Bopp, 
.Schleicher,  and   Curtius,  but  the   pro-ethnic  abyss 

tt  2 
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into  which  Ludwig  jumps  is  after  all  quite  as  dark 
as  that  in  which  a  Curtius  disappeared.  The  evo- 
lution of  every  kind  of  suflSx  out  of  the  simple  at,  as 
worked  out  by  Ludwig  in  his  *  Agglutination  oder 
Adaptation/  is  extremely  able,  but  it  deals  with 
possibilities  and  no  more.  And  what  in  the  end  is 
at,  and  what  are  all  the  su£5xe8  derived  from  it 
but  demonstrative  elements  ?  That  some,  I  should 
even  say,  that  many  of  the  Aryan  suflSxes  did  not 
originally  contain  the  meaning  which  we  ascribe  to 
them,  but  *  convey  it  by  accident  only,  in  the  course 
of  time  and  through  many  changes  \'  this  I  admit 
has  been  established  by  Ludwig  and  his  followers  *. 
We  can  watch  this  process  of  adaptation  or  re- 
partition even  in  such  recent  cases  as  the  gradual 
assignment  of  the  reduplicated  perfect  to  the  expres- 
sion of  time  past,  and  of  nomina  agentis,  such  as 
ddit&,  to  the  expression  of  time  to  come. 

But  we  must  be  on  our  guard.  If  demonstrative 
elements  have  been  mistaken  for  independent  words, 
glued  to  a  root,  it  is  possible  also  that  independent 
words  may  have  been  mistaken  for  so-called  demon- 
strative elements.  A  study  of  Turanian  languages 
would  serve,  I  believe,  as  a  very  useful  waming^ 
against  too  rash  and  too  one-sided  conclusions.  I 
cannot  see  the  justice  of  a  dilemma  put  before  us  by 
Ludwig  that  *if  the  Aryan  languages  are  aggluti- 
native, they  are  not  inflexional,  or,  if  they  are 
not  agglutinative,  then  the  suffixes  and  terminations 
cannot  have  been  glued  on^'     Isolation,  combina- 

*  Ludwig,  1.  c.  p.  132. 

'  See  particularly  the  excellent  work  by  Alfred  Duttens, '  Essai 
sur  Torigine  des  exposants  casuels/  1884. 
^  L.  c.  p.  24. 
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tion,  and  inflection  are  but  three  phases  in  the  growth 
of  language.  Some  languages  may  be  arrested  in  the 
first  or  isolating,  some  in  the  second  or  agglutinative 
stage,  while  others  pass  on  to  the  third  or  inflectional 
stage ;  but  those  which  pass  on  to  the  third  stage, 
L  e.  most  of  the  known  literary  languages  of  the  world, 
invariably  retain  traces  of  their  passage  through  the 
two  former  stages  ^ 

How  can  we  deny  the  power  of  agglutination  to  a 
language  like  Sanskrit  which  possesses  in  compotiUon 
the  highest  degree  the  power  of  composi-  and 
tion,  which  is  but  another  name  for  in-  '^^«*»^*^<>*^- 
cipient  agglutination  1  We  have  in  Sanskrit  kumbha- 
k4ra^  pot-maker.  This  is  a  compound  in  which  k&ra  is 
a  significative  element,  maker,  glued  to  kumbha,  pot. 
If  instead  of  this  we  find  in  the  modem  Indian  dia- 
lects kumbhdra,  a  potter,  shall  we  say  that  &ra  is 
here  a  mere  excrescence,  a  demonstrative  element  r  a, 
which,  we  are  told,  mav  have  the  same  function  as 
na,  as  in  kuha-ra  and  kuha-na,  both  names  of 
serpent  2;  or  may  we  not  rather  see  in  &ra  of 
kumbh4ra  a  phonetic  corruption  of  k&ra?  There 
is  no  doubt  a  suffix  &ra  in  angd^ra,  tush&ra,  etc., 
but  this  could  never  have  formed  kumbh4ra, 
while  k&ra  is  almost  the  same  as  the  primary 
suffix  kara  in  piishkara,  tds-kara,  etc.,  which 
Professor  Aufirecht  once  identified  with  Latin  cro 
in  sepul-cro,  and  culo  in  curri-culo^ 


'  Selected  Essays,  i.  53. 

'  Duttens,  1.  c.  p.  193.  But  what  if  kuhara  and  kahana 
were  formed  like  ku-^ara,  etc.,  from  two  different  roots,  HA 
and  HANI  What  if  krt-kara  were  a  bird  that  makes  kn, 
krtkana  a  bird  that  sings  (kan)  Vri  1 

'  Unadi-SAtras,  p.  275. 
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If  we  find  in  the  modem  Indian  dialects  a  locative 
h  rid  ay  me,  *in  the  heart/  it  would  no  doubt  save 
much  trouble  to  say  that  me  is  a  pronominal 
element,  connected  with  the  m  in  ah  am,  tvam,  etc- 
Fortunately  we  have  in  modem  languages  a  certain 
guidance  which  is  altogether  absent  in  pro-ethnic 
periods,  and  we  can  show  how  the  termination  me 
was  preceded  by  msl,  mslha,  maha,  m did  ha, 
maddha,  which  maddha  is  a  corruption  of  ma- 
dhya,  medius.  In  Beng&li*  hriday-madhye, 
in  the  middle  of  the  heart,  is  a  real  compound,  it 
is  agglutinative,  while  hridayme^  is  inflectional. 
The  Chinese  manner  of  expressing  locality  is,  as 
we  are  assured,  not  yet  agglutinative,  but  purely 
isolating  or  juxta-positional,  because  in  kAO,  empire, 
and  <5ung,  middle,  Le,  in  the  empire,  each  word 
retains  its  independence  and  its  accent  \  But  even 
in  Chinese,  particularly  in  its  spoken  dialects,  a 
tendency  towards  agglutinative  and  inflectional 
forms  has  been  pointed  out*. 

No  one  with  any  sense  of  justice  will  deny  to 
Professor  Ludwig  the  merit  of  having  shown  that 
we  know  much  less  of  the  formative  elements  of  the 
Aryan  language,  while  they  were  still  independent 
significant  words,  than  we  believed  during  the  days 
of  Bopp,  Schleicher,  and  Curtius.  In  one  sense  he  is 
no  doubt  the  founder  of  a  new  school  of  Comparative 


^  M.M.   On   the  Belation  of  Bengali  to  the  Aryan  and  Ab- 
original  Languages  of  India,  in  Heport  of  British  Association, 

i847»  P-  339- 

^  Bhandarkar,  in  Journal  of  Bombay  Branch  of  R.  A.  S.,  1885,. 

vol.  xvi.  p.  251. 

'  Lectui*es  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  i.  pp.  128,  253. 

*  Ibid.  p.  376. 
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Philology,  which  has  rendered  excellent  service,  if 
only  hy  its  agnosticism.  But  even  though  we  often 
cannot  tell  what  these  formative  elements  were, 
this  is  very  diflferent  from  asserting  that  they  were 
nothing  hy  themselves,  and  that  our  nominal  and 
verbal  bases  and  our  inflected  nouns  and  verbs  are 
not  the  result  of  a  rational  synthesis,  but  of  a  kind 
of  spontaneous  generation  ex  nihilo. 

In  some  cases  I  still  hold  as  strongly  as  ever 
that  the  formal  elements  of  Aryan  grammar  were 
purely  predicative  in  their  origin.  Besides  tar  and 
tar  a,  of  which  I  treated  before,  I  hold  that  may  a 
{fA€o)  comes  from  the  root  MA,  to  measure,  or  MI> 
to  establish.  Hiran-maya  meant  gold-made,  or  gold- 
like, before  it  came  to  mean  golden.  This  maya 
varies,  we  know,  with  vaya  and  yaya.  Besides 
maya  we  have  miya,  and  if  miya  in  rtg-miya 
comes  from  MI,  why  not  min  in  rtg-min?  And 
then,  does  not  man  stand  to  maya  like  min  to 
miya?  And  if  we  have  traced  min  and  man  to 
predicative  roots,  are  there  not  many  cognate  suflBxes 
'^hich  would  have  to  follow  the  same  rule  1  It  ijaay 
seem  very  vague  to  attempt  to  connect  the  participial 
termination  mdna^  fievo^^  or  the  suffix  man,  manta,. 
Lat.  mentum,  Gr.  /jloov  (as  in  as-man,  as-manta,. 
oK'fAwv,  tegi-men,  tegi-mentum),  with  the  root 
MA,  or  with  the  root  MAN.  But  if  we  see  that 
in  French  we  can  speak  of  a  stone  falling  lour  de- 
ment, heavily,  i.e.  lurid&  mente,  i.e.  with  a  yellow, 
dirty,  lazy,  heavy  mind,  we  shall  feel  less  sceptical 
as  to  what  is  possible  in  language  by  way  of  chang- 
ing significative  into  purely  formal  or  grammatical 
elements. 

Is  it    likely   that    the  numerous  suffixes  which 
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express  deacenty  or  coming  from,  such  as  4yana^ 
^yani,  etc.,  should  have  nothing  to  do  with  &yana, 
coming  1  Is  it  a  mere  accident  that  the  suffix  bha 
generally  forms  names  of  animals  ? 

I  have  not  been  afraid  to  assert  ^  that  the  Latin 
suffix  tas,  tat  is,  the  Sanskrit  t&ti,  might  have  been 
formed  from  the  root  TAN,  to  stretch,  and  that  it 
meant  originally  the  same  as  tantu,  a  string,  then  a 
series,  a  class  ;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  objections 
against  this  theory,  beyond  vague  expressions  of 
incredulity.  If  then  t&ti  may  come  from  TAN, 
why  not  the  adjectival  suffix  tnu,  which  expresses 
habit,  custom,  ability,  such  as  krt-tnii,  able  to  work, 
clever;  ha-tnu,  able  to  kill,  i.  e.  a  weapon;  ^riga-tnu, 
quick ;  ply  a- tnu,  hating  1  And  if  tnu  comes  from 
tan,  then  tna  and  other  suffixes  would  follow 
suit. 

By  the  side  of  tnu,  there  is  another  suffix,  snu, 
as  in  /:ari-shnu,  poshayi-shnu,  etc.  This  has 
sometimes  been  explained  as  a  phonetic  corruption 
of  tnu,  but  as  tnu  comes  from  TAN,  snu  may  have 
come  Irom  SAN,  to  achieve,  to  gain,  from  which 
we  have  si-snu  (sishnu),  wishing  to  gain.  We 
find  the  root  SAN  at  the  end  of  compounds  in 
such  words  as — 

Go-sin  (BV.  iv.  32,  22),  cow-gaining; 
Qo-saA  (RV.  ix.  2,  10),  cow-gaining; 
Go-siniA  (RV.  vi.  53,  10),  cow-gaining. 

Why  should  we  hesitate  to  connect  the  primary 
suflfix  snu  with  SAN,  while  we  do  not  doubt  for 
a  moment  that  such  forms  as  si-snu  (sishnu)  or 
go-san,  nay,  even  go-sa,  are  connected  with  that 
root  ? 


1  t 


Mind/  July  1876;   eee  Note  on  p.  248. 
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This  is  not  the  place  to  work  out  the  question 
of  the  origin  of  suffixes  in  full  detail.  It  is  sufficient 
for  my  purpose  to  have  shown  that  some  suffixes, 
both  primary  and  secondary,  may  with  some  effort 
be  traced  back  to  predicative  roots,  and  that  the 
greater  facility  in  putting  them  all  down  as  'somehow 
pronominal'  does  not  prove  the  greater  correctness 
of  that  theory.  But  even  if  many  of  these  suffixes 
are  purely  pronominal,  if  sarit,  river,  for  instance, 
was  originally  no  more  than  S  AR,  running,  and  it, 
here,  even  then  we  have  to  admit  an  act  of  synthesis, 
which  is  intelligible,  instead  of  the  process  of  de- 
monstrative excrescence,  which,  to  my  mind  at  least, 
conveys  no  meaning  at  all. 

And  this  argument,  whatever  its  value  may  be, 
applies  with  the  same  force  to  terminations  TerminAtions. 
as  to  suffixes.  Bopp  and  Curtius  may  have  gone 
too  &r  in  identifying  the  terminations  of  nouns  and 
verbs  with  the  actual  pronominal  bases  which  we  find 
in  the  Aryan  languages.  The  termination  of  the  nom. 
sing,  in  s  need  not  be  identified  with  the  Sk.  pro- 
noun sa,  he,  but  both  must  have  proceeded  from  the 
same  source ;  they  certainly  are  demonstrative,  not 
predicative.  The  personal  terminations  in  Sanskrit, 
mi,  si,  ti,  e,  se,  te,  m,  s,  t,  i,  th&s,  ta,  need  not  be  de- 
rived straight  from  the  pronominal  bases  mad,  tvad, 
tad,  and  svad,  nor  need  we  have  recourse  to  such 
compounds  as  dft-mfirtvi,  i.e.  give-I-thou,  in  order 
to  account  for  Latin  d  a  m  u  s ,  we  give  \    But  though 


'  I  was  the  first  to  remonstrate  against  these  derivations  pro- 
posed hy  Curtius,  at  a  time  when  to  remonstrate  against  him  was 
still  considered  heresy ;  see  *  On  Curtius'  Chronology  of  the  Indo- 
Germanic  Languages/  in  Selected  Essays,  vol.  i.  p.  93. 
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all  phonetic  laws  woTild  cry  out  against  such  pro- 
ceedings, and  could  hardly  be  quieted  with  the 
assurance  that  they  had  no  right  to  exist  in  pro- 
ethnic  periods,  the  broad  fact  remains  that  these 
terminations  and  their  corresponding  pronominal 
bases  claim  in  the  end  a  common  origin.  The  ele- 
ments of  such  terminations  belong  by  then-  very 
nature  to  a  period  of  language  long  anterior  to  that 
in  which  they  could  be  used  as  dead,  emptv,  and 
formal  exponents,  and  whoever  knows  the  wide  in- 
fluence  both  of  phonetic  change  and  of  dialectic 
variety  in  the  most  ancient  periods  of  language,  will 
not  be  surprised  at  the  widest  dialectic  divergences 
between  pronominal  roots  and  verbal  and  nominal 
terminations  which  in  the  beginning  of  all  things  are 
supposed  to  have  been  identical.  It  is  a  false  method 
to  attempt  to  prove  minutely  what  from  the  nature 
of  the  case  can  only  be  proved  broadly. 

It  is  generally  admitted  that  the  Ugric  languages. 

Terminations  ^^  ^J  ^^o^hiug  of  othcr  mcmbcrs  of  the 
in  Ugric  Turauiau  class,  form  their  declension  and 
Langnageu.  conjugation  by  means  of  agglutination. 
They  are  called  agglutinative,  not  because  they  are  en- 
tirely fi'ee  from  inflection,  but  because  there  is  in  their 
grammar  a  decided  preponderance  of  agglutinative 
forms.  In  those,  however,  which  have  received  consi- 
derable literary  cultivation,  the  principle  of  inflection 
has  made  so  much  progress  that  my  friend  Kelgren, 
for  instance,  treated  Finnish  as  an  inflectional  lan- 
guage. If,  then,  we  examine  these  languages  more 
carefully,  we  shall  find  the  same  discrepancies  between 
their  terminations  and  their  pronominal  roots  as  in 
Sanskrit,  Greek,  and  Latin.  If  any  one  will  only 
glance  at  the  comparative  tables,  printed  at  the  end 
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of  my  *  Letter  on  the  Turanian  Languages '  (1853),  he 
will  see  in  Finnish  the  pronoun  of  the  first  person 
mina^  but  the  terminations  n  and  ni;  the  pronoun 
of  the  second  person  sina,  but  the  terminations  t  and 
si;  the  pronoun  of  the  third  person  han,  but  the 
terminations  hn,  pi,  wi,  nsa,  sa.  Again,  in  the  de- 
clension of  Finnish  the  terminations  expressive  of 
every  possible  kind  of  locality  have  been  reduced 
to  four  elements,  of  which,  if  we  adopt  Professor 
Ludwig's  principles,  it  would  be  very  difficult  to 
decide  whether  they  should  be  treated  as  words 
originally  independent  and  significative,  or  as  pro- 
nominal elements,  or  as  mere  excrescences.  All 
scholars,  however,  seem  to  be  agreed  that  the  four 
elements,  na,  he  (si),  ke,  and  ta,  with  which  the 
thirteen  cases  in  Finnish  are  built  up,  had  originally 
their  own  meaning,  and  that  they  are  related, 

1.  he  (si)  to  se,  he,  into,  sisa,  the  ioterior  ; 

2.  ke         to  ke,  thither,  ki,  without ; 

3.  ta         to  ta,  away,  tdv,  distant ; 

4.  na       to  n,  ne,  na,  near,  with,  na,  near  space  ^. 

If  out  of  such  elements  Ugrian  scholars  succeed  in 
constructing  the  whole  framework  of  the  Finnish  declen- 
sion, Aryan  scholars  need  not  be  afraid  to  recognise 
similar  constituent  elements  in  the  terminations  of 
the  Aryan  noun.  A  few  such  demonstrative  elements, 
or  whatever  else  we  like  to  call  them,  would  originally 
have  been  quite  sufficient  to  express  every  case  of 
our  declensions,  leaving  the  noun,  without  any  such 
distinction,  to  do  service  for  the  nominative.    Nor  do 


^  Boiler,  Die  Declination  der  Finnischen  Sprachen,  Sitzungs- 
berichte  der  K.  K.  Akademie  in  Wien,  Fhilos.  Hist.  Classe,  xi. 
B«d,  1853,  p.  973. 
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I  see  any  difficulty  in  following  the  process  through 
which,  either  by  phonetic  change  or  by  imitation, 
a  few  such  compounds  of  nominal  bases  with  local 
adverbs  could  be  differentiated  and  adapted  to  all 
purposes  of  declension.     During  a  period  of  language 
in  which  Professor  Ludwig^  admits  a  possible  tran- 
sition of  svi  into  bhi,  because  in  Greek,  but  in  Greek 
only,  <r<f)€  becomes  <rfe,  and  Curtius  the  transition  of 
tvi-tva  both  into  thas  and  sai^  the  difficulty  of 
deriving  all  Nominal  terminations  from  a  few  pro- 
nominal elements  such  as  sa,  ta,  na,  bha  would  not 
be  very  great.     But  it  stands  to  reason  that  when 
we  manipulate  such  vague  elements  and  under  such 
lax  phonetic  conditions,  we  can  hardly  expect  unani- 
mity as  to  the  exact  process  by  which  our  analysis 
ought  to  be  conducted.     Hence  the  divergence  be- 
tween the  results  arrived  at  by  Bopp,  Pott,  Benfey, 
Grassman,  Schleicher,  Curtius  and  others^;  hence  also 
the  unwillingness  of  other  scholars  to  add  one  more  to 
the  many  guesses  as  to  how  svi  becomes  abhi,  and 
abhi  ai,  and  ai  e,  and  e  i.  Why  will  not  scholars  learn 
that  there  are  certain  subjects  which  from  their  very 
nature  do  not  admit  of  accurate  treatment,  and  that 
across  a  quagmire  you  may  indeed  throw  a  high 
bridge,  but  you  cannot  make  a  footpath  ?     There  is 
surely  a  via  media  between  the  extreme  opinion 
to  which  Ludwig  would  lead  us,  that  what  we  call 
the  grammatical  elements  of  language  had  never  any 
independent  existence  at  all,  and  the  opposite  opinion 
of  M.  de  Saussure  and  his  followers,  that  we  can 


^  Ensiehung  der  A.  Declination,  p.  i8i. 

^  Selected  Essays,  vol.  i.  p.  94. 

'  See  HUbschmann,  Casuslehre  (1875),  p.  93. 
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analyse  every  form  into  the  most  minute  component 
elements.  It  is  wonderful  what  brilliant  results  have 
now  and  then  been  obtained  by  this  minute  phonetic 
analysis.  One  hardly  trusts  one's  eyes  when  one  sees 
the  phonetic  analogies  running  through  languages 
80  long  dissociated  as  Sanskrit  and  English.  But 
here  too  there  is  the  danger  of  going  too  far,  and 
of  forgetting  that  though  language  is  taught  by 
grammarians,  it  was  not  made  by  grammarians. 
Language  is  made  by  analogy,  but  often  by  an  in- 
stinctive, not  by  a  reasoning  analogy,  and  what  to 
the  earliest  framers  of  language  seemed  analogous,  is 
often  by  us  perceived  to  be  really  anomalous. 

We  may  speak,  for  instance,  of  a^s  as  the  termi- 
nation of  the  nom.  plur.  after  stems  in  a,.  But  I 
doubt  whether  before  the  invention  of  grammar, 
and  before  the  conception  of  any  such  thing  as 
granunar,  people  were  conscious  of  a^s  as  an  inde* 
pendent  termination.  I  doubt  even  whether  this  a  s 
was  ever  an  independent  element ;  at  all  events  there 
is  more  than  one  way  of  accounting  for  it.  The 
oldest  Vedic  form  of  the  nom.  plur.  is  a«v4sas. 
This  may  be  looked  upon  as  an  abbreviation  of  a  pro- 
ethnic  form  a^vas  and  (a5v)as,  and  one  such  form 
would  have  become  the  prototype  of  millions.  We 
must  not  suppose,  however,  that  after  such  a  typical 
form  as  a^v4sas  had  once  arisen,  it  was  submitted 
to  an  analysis,  and  that  all  futiure  plurals  were  the 
result  of  a  conscious  synthesis.  Far  from  it.  A  man 
who  knew  that  a^vas  is  one  horse,  and  aav4sas 
many  horses,  would  form  by  an  unconscious  process 
of  analogy  vrtkas,  one  wolf,  and  vrikAsas,  many 

wolves. 
This  form  a^  v^sas,  which  still  occurs  in  the  Veda, 


238  FIFTH   CHAPTEB. 

may  in  course  of  time  have  been  shortened  to  asv^s, 
and  who  could  tell  how  much  of  &s  belonged  to  the 
stem,  how  much  to  the  termination?  Still  M.  de 
Saussure,  guided  by  the  strictest  phonetic  principles, 
thinks  that  he  can  analyse  this  4  s  into  two  independent 
elements  ^  which,  even  during  the  earliest  historical 
period,  were  separated  by  a  perceptible  hiatus.  The 
termination  of  the  nom.  plur.  is  supposed  to  have 
been  a^s,  the  final  vowel  of  the  stem  a-g-  The  original 
synthesis  therefore  would  have  been  akwa^  =  ajS,  pro- 
nounced ekwoes,  contracted  ekw6s.  I  do  not  say 
that  this  is  impossible,  I  only  wish  to  keep  the  door 
open  to  other  possibilities,  such  as  the  phonetic  con- 
traction of  4sas  into  4s,  and  I  should  certainly  want 
•stronger  confirmation  for  a  phonetic  rule  that  ag  +  a^ 
becomes  L^  than  this  analysis  of  a«v4s. 

Again,  if  I  am  told  that  in  order  to  explain 
y  uktes  ^  as  the  genitive  of  y  uktis,  we  must  suppose 
that  the  termination  '^s  changed  the  i  of  the  stem  to 
y,  and  that  y^  became  1,  which  1,  preceded  by  ai,  would 
become  6,  I  cannot  help  asking  myself  whether  this 
complicated  process,  however  creditable  to  the  analyti- 
cal ingenuity  of  the  grammarian,  ever  took  place  in  the 
mind  of  an  illiterate  pro-ethnic  Aryan,  and  whether 
he  would  really  have  been  aware  of  any  difierence 
between  kgaitwA-dgr-aiS  and  kgaitwdgAr-aiS^ 

However,  these  minutiae  belong  to  comparative 
grammarians,  and  though  I  am  afraid  they  may  be 
carried  too  far,  I  am  the  last  man  to  refuse  them  the 
full  credit  which  they  deserve.  All  I  stand  up  for  is 
that  there  must  be  both  in  the  synthesis  and  analysis 


*  De  SauBBure,  Syst^me  Primitif  des  Voyelles,  p.  91. 

*  Ibid.  p.  206.  '  Ibid.  p.  210. 
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of  grammatical  forms  broad  and  intelligible  prin- 
ciples. Now  synthesis  is  only  intelligible  when  we 
have  two  independent  elements  that  can  be  put  to- 
gether ;  hence,  I  hold,  that  in  the  beginning  suffixes 
and  terminations  were  either  demonstrative  or  pre- 
dicative elements,  though  by  phonetic  corruption  and 
false  analogy  their  original  character  was  often  ob- 
scured and  they  dwindled  down  to  unmeaning  signs. 
Many  of  them  we  must  accept  as  such,  without 
being  able  to  reduce  them  to  their  primitive  pho- 
netic form.  Where  phonetic  analysis  can  restore 
their  original  form,  its  results  will  always  be  welcome, 
but  in  many  cases  an  ignoramus  will  here  too  be  a 
greater  proof  of  wisdom  than  no  vim  us.  In  the 
Science  of  Thought  we  stand  on  the  broad  principle 
that  nothing  can  exist  in  language  which  had  not 
originally  a  purport :  in  the  Science  of  Language  we 
must  be  satisfied  to  explain  all  we  can,  though 
conscious  all  the  time  that  we  cannot  explain .  all 
we  wish. 

One  result,  at  all  events,  seems  to  me  firmly 
established  with  regard  to  the  Aryan  case-  case  tenm- 
terminations,  namely  that  all  of  them,  not  »»tioM  local. 
excepting  those  of  the  nominative,  accusative,  and 
genitive,  were  in  the  beginning  local.  An  exception 
is  generally  made  in  favour  of  the  nominative  and 
accusative,  as  being  from  the  beginning  intended  to 
convey  more  general  or  purely  logical  relations.  But 
though  it  may  be  true  that  in  these  two  cases  their 
local  meaning  was  obscured  and  forgotten  at  a  much 
earlier  time  than  that  of  the  other  cases,  yet  in  the 
beginning  the  nominative  through  its  demonstrative 
termination  expressed  clearly  the  here  and  there  in 
space,  and  the  accusative  the  hither  and  thither. 
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or  the  object  towards  which  the  action  of  a  transitive 
verb  was  conceived  to  tend  \  As  to  the  genitive,  it 
was  either  predicative  and  adjectival,  conveying  the 
genus  to  which  a  subject  belonged  ^  or  it  was  an  ab- 
lative, expressing  origin  and  removal.  The  originally 
local  character  of  the  other  cases,  the  locative,  ablative, 
instrumental,  and  dative,  is  no  longer  questioned,  and 
recent  researches  in  comparative  syntax  have  shown 
how  clear  are  the  transitions  from  one  case  to  another, 
and  how  untenable  are  the  views  of  all  philosophical 
grammarians  when  they  attempted  to  determine  the 
sphere  of  each  case  by  one  fundamental  relation 
assigned  to  each.  Here,  as  elsewhere,  historical  re- 
search must  form  the  foundation,  of  philosophic 
reasoning,  not  vice  vers  ft.  We  may  follow  the 
ways  of  language  and  understand  them  by  following 
them,  but  we  can  never  trace  beforehand  the  ways 
which  language  is  to  follow,  except  in  the  most 
general  way.  Certain  it  is  that  the  abstract  mean- 
ings, whether  modal  or  causal,  which  were  formerly 
considered  as  the  fundamental  meanings  of  the  case- 
terminations  have  been  proved  to  be  everywhere  of 
later  date  than  the  local  and  temporal  meanings,  a 
fact  which  is  in  full  harmony  with  all  that  the  Science 
of  Language  has  taught  us  of  the  growth  of  human 
language  and  human  thought  ^. 


*  Chap.  vi.  p.  319. 

'  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  i.  p.  122,  as  quoted 
by  Hilbschmann,  Casuelehre,  p.  104.  I  had  proposed  the  8Hime 
explanation  in  my  Letter  on  the  Turanian  Languages,  1853,  p.  41, 
and,  earlier  still,  in  my  paper  on  Bengali,  1847,  in  ^^^  Transactions 
of  the  British  Association,  p.  41. 

'  On  this  point  I  differ  much  from  Noir6's  views  as  expressed  in 
his  *  Logos/  pp.  246  seq. 
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There  are  languages,  such  as  Chinese,  in  wWch 
there  is  as  yet    no    outward    difference     Howfoot» 

i_    .  i_    .  11  .J  became  nomi- 

between  what  we  call  a  root,  and  a  noun  ^  ^^  ^^^^j^ 
or  a  verb.  Remnants  of  that  phase  in  the  bM«B. 
growth  of  language  we  can  detect  even  in  so  highly 
developed  a  language  as  Sanskrit  But  it  was  one 
of  the  characteristic  features  of  Sanskrit  and  the 
other  Aryan  languages  that  they  tried  to  distinguisih 
the  various  applications  of  a  root  by  means  of  what 
I  have  called  demonstrative  roots  or  elements.  If 
they  wished  to  distinguish  the  mat,  as  the  product 
of  their  handiwork,  from  the  handiwork  itself,  they 
would  say  '  Platting-there ; '  if  they  wished  to  en- 
courage the  work  they  would  say  *  Platting-they, 
or  you,  or  we.'  We  found  that  what  we  call  demon- 
strative roots  or  elements  must  be  considered  as 
remnants  of  the  earliest  and  almost  pantomimic  phase 
of  language  in  which  language  was  hardly  as  yet  what 
we  mean  by  language,  namely  logos,  a  gathering, 
but  only  a  pointing.  How  some  of  these  elements 
came  in  time  to  be  restricted  to  certain  meanings, 
such  as  here,  there,  he,  thou,  I,  it,  etc.,  we  cannot 
telL  All  we  can  say  is,  that  we  find  these  elements 
as  adverbs,  local  and  temporal,  as  prepositions^  as 
pronouns,  as  suffixes,  and  as  terminations  of  de- 
clension and  conjugation,  and  that  in  their  skilful 
employment  consists  the  power  and  the  charm  of 
Aryan  speech. 

Take,  for  instance,  the  root  YUDH,  to  fight.  As 
a  root,  that  is,  as  the  type  from  which  YUBHMid 
both  verbs  and  nouns  are  derived,  we  may  its  derivatives. 
call  it  a  mere  abstraction.  But  it  exists  in  exactly 
the  same  shape,  only  with  ^  new  purpose,  both  as  a 
nominal  and  verbal  base.     Yudh  as  a  noun,  means 
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battle,  and  followed  by  a  local  demonstrative  element, 
we  find  yudh-i,  i.  e.  in  the  battle.     Yudh  may  also 
mean  fighter,  and  followed  by  another  local  demon^ 
strative  element,  we  find  yudh-su,  i.  e.  yutsu,  in 
the  sense  of  *  among  fighters.'     But  as  a  fighter  calls 
the  tool  with  which  he  fights,  a  fighter  likewise,  we 
find  yudh,  followed  by  another  local  demonstrative 
element,  viz.  yudh-&,  in  the  sense  of  *with  or  by 
a  weapon.'     These  so-called  cases  were  all  originally 
local  adverbs,  which  may  have  existed  sporadically 
long  before  there  was  any  idea  of  declension  in  our 
sense  of  the  word.    The  purely  subjective  nominative 
and  the  objective  accusative,  when  no  longer  local, 
were  probably  the    latest    forms    to    assume    per- 
manency.    The  root  or  base  YUDH,  however,  was 
not  to   be  mistaken  in  any  of  these   forms.     Nor 
do  I  think  it  so  marvellous  as  some  scholars  repre- 
sent it  to  be  that  Sanskrit  grammarians  should  have 
been  able  to  discover  the  roots  of  their  language, 
when  we  consider  in  how  many  words  they  still  stand 
out  in  bold  relief.     Let  us  remember  that  every  root 
can  be  used  and  many  of  them  are  used  at  the  end 
of  compounds,  and  we  shall  hardly  be  surprised  that 
what  every  speaker  was  able  to  see,  should  have 
been  seen  by  the  ancient  grammarians.     A  language 
which   possesses   such  words  as  kravya-dd,  flesh- 
eater,  vi»va-Ad,  all-eater,  havya-id,  libation-eater, 
goshu-yiidh,  fighting  among  cows,  amitra-yildh, 
fighting   enemies,  g&tu-vid,  road-knower,  go-vid, 
cow-knower,  etc.,  can  leave  no  doubt  in  the  minds 
of  its  speakers  as  to  the  character  of  AD,  YUDH, 
and  VID. 

VID,  then,  as  a  nominal  base,  would  mean  knower; 
as  a  verbal  base  we  find  it,  without  any  change,  in 


THE   CONSTITUENT   ELEMENTS   OF   LANGUAGE.        243 

vid-m^  we  know.  In  order  to  express  duration, 
however,  roots  were  frequently  reduplicated,  and 
thus  we  find  the  verbal  base  yu-yudh,  followed  by 
the  demonstrative  element  e,  in  yu-yudh-e,  Le. 
*  continued  fighting-he,'  or  the  reduplicate  perfect,  *  he 
has  fought/  We  also  find  it  with  a  less  perfect  re- 
duplication, or  with  a  demonstrative  prefix,  called  the 
augment,  in  a-yudh-ta,  i.e.  ayuddha,  he  fought. 

In  this  early  phase  of  language  the  formal  difference 
between  a  nominal  and  verbal  base  of  the  same  root 
consisted  therefore  simply  in  the  difference  of  the 
demonstrative  elements  by  which  each  is  followed, 
and  occasionally  in  the  modification  of  the  verbal 
base  by  means  of  reduplication,  augmentation,  etc. 

But  in  a  later  phase  the  Aryan  languages  removed 
what  was  felt  to  be  ambiguous  by  a  sharper  differen- 
tiation of  verbal  and  nominal  suffixes,  the  latter 
being  used  when  an  act  was  predicated  locally,  the 
former  when  it  was  predicated  temporally.  Thus  a 
fighter  was  called  yudh-ma,  the  weapon  &-yudh-a, 
the  place  of  fighting  y  udh-i,  all  meaning  originally  no 
more  than  fighting-there  ;  while  for  verbal  purposes 
a  new  base  was  formed,  yudh-ya,  e.g.  yudhya-te, 
he  fights,  where  the  chief  object  was  to  predicate  the 
duration  of  an  act,  whoever  the  agent  may  be. 

We  have  thus  finished  our  analvsis  of  words.  We 
have  seen  that  their  constituent  elements  AnaiysiB  of 
are  predicative  roots  and  demonstrative  ^^^^ 
elements.  A  root  may  be  in  form  identical  with  a 
nominal  and  verbal  base,  but  in  most  cases  it  has  been 
differentiated  so  as  to  serve  better  either  its  verbal  or 
its  nominal  purpose.  This  was  done  by  means  of 
suffixes,  the  origin  of  which  is  often  doubtful,  though 
we  cannot  doubt  that  it  must  have  been  rational,  that 

R    2 
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is,  that  these  suffixes  also  must  have  been  at  first  either 
demonstrative  or  predicative.  Having  thus  arrived 
at  nominal  and  verbal  bases,  we  watch  a  new  rational 
synthesis  in  the  formation  of  what  is  now  called 
declension  and  conjugation.  And  here  again,  though 
we  have  to  confess  our  inability  to  account  for  the 
origin  of  every  nominal  or  verbal  termination,  we  can 
still  see  enough  to  enable  us  to  uphold  the  general 
principle  of  a  rational  synthesis,  that  is,  of  an  in- 
telligible purpose  with  which  case,  number,  and  sex 
were  expressed  in  nouns,  person,  number,  tense,  and 
mood  in  verbs.  Speaking  broadly,  we  can  now  under- 
stand how  the  foundations  and  the  walls  of  the 
primeval  temple  of  language  were  built.  Give  us 
roots,  predicative  and  demonstrative,  and  we  can 
undertake  to  rear  a  similar  structure,  not  perhaps  so 
grand  and  durable,  but  at  all  events  answering  the 
main  purpose  of  language.  As  in  exploring  the  ruins 
of  ancient  palaces  we  find  rough-hewn  stones,  bricks, 
mortar,  straw,  and  wood,  and  sometimes  mere  sand 
and  dust  of  which  we  can  give  no  account,  so  in 
sifting  the  d6bris  of  language  we  meet  with  roots, 
predicative  and  demonstrative,  with  suffixes,  prefixes,, 
infixes,  and  often  with  elements  so  ground  down  and 
disintegrated  that  we  cannot  tell  what  they  were 
and  whence  they  came.  No  wonder  if  later  genera- 
tions were  so  awe-struck  with  the  grandeur  of 
Cyclopean  walls  and  Devil's  bridges  that  they 
thought  them  the  works  of  beings  of  more  than 
human  strength  and  skiU.  No  wonder  if  we  our- 
selves, when  we  first  listened  to  the  hymns  of  the 
Veda  or  the  ballads  of  Homer,  should  have  believed 
that  the  language  in  which  such  thoughts  could  be 
embodied  must   have  been  of  superhuman   origin. 
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But  wonder  has  now  given  plaxje  to  understanding. 
We  know  now  how  words  were  made,  and  the 
problem  of  the  origin  of  language  has  been  finally 
reduced  for  us  to  the  problem  of  the  origin  of  roots, 
as  the  embodiments  of  our  earliest  concepts. 

Before  we  proceed,  however,  to  the  consideration 
of  that  problem,  we  have  still  one  objection  to 
meet.  We  believed  that  in  accounting  for  the 
formation  of  nouns  and  verbs  we  had  accounted 
for  the  formation  of  language.  But  we  are  told 
by  some  philosophers  that  this  is  a  mistake. 
Much  stress  has  of  late  been  laid  on  the  fact  that 
as   little  as  letters   are    the   constituent    ^  , 

Every  word 

elements  of  words,  are  words  the  con-  ongiiuiUya 
stituent  elements  of  language.  Lan-  s®'^*®^^- 
guage,  we  are  told,  can  exist  as  a  sentence,  an 
air6<f>av(ri9f  only,  and  no  sentence,  whether  aflSrm- 
ative  or  negative,  can  exist  without  a  noun  and 
a  verb.  The  fact,  as  such,  is  very  true  and  very 
important,  but  it  hardly  required  very  elaborate 
proof,  at  least  not  to  a  student  of  Aristotle  ^  But 
what  does  our  analysis  of  language  into  predicative 
roots  and  demonstrative  elements  teach  us  ? 

Suppose  the  root  MiR  meant  to  grind,  the  mere 
shout  MiR,  addressed  by  a  leader  to  his  men,  would 
surely  have  been  a  sentence,  and  have  conveyed  to 
them  a  meaning,  namely  a  command ;  it  would  have 
produced  the  effect  of  making  them  understand 
something,  namely  that  it  was  time  for  them  to  begin 
their  daily  work  of  grinding  stones. 

Again,  if  the  sounds  VA  or  VABH  had  long 
accompanied  the   act   of  platting,   or   braiding,   or 

*  Arist.  de  Interpret,  cc.  5,  10. 
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weaving,  these  sounds  by  themselves,  uttered  by  the 
women  of  a  clan,  would  have  reminded  them  that  it 
was  time  to  begin  their  work.  VA,  weave,  whether 
as  a  reminder  or  as  a  command,  would  have  as  much 
right  to  be  called  a  sentence  as  when  we  say,  Work  ! 
i.  e.  Let  us  work !  In  one  sense,  the  imperative  may 
truly  be  called  the  most  primitive  sentence,  and  it  is 
important  to  observe  how  little  in  many  languages  it 
deviates  from  what  has  been  fixed  upon  as  the  true 
form  of  a  root. 

From  the  use  of  a  root  in  the  imperative  or  in 
the  form  of  a  general  assertion  there  is  a  very  easy 
transition  to  its  employment  in  other  senses  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Let  us  imagine  the  furniture  of  a  cave-dwelling  or 
a  lacustrian  hut,  consisting  chiefly  of  scraped  skins 
and  platted  mats  or  mattresses,  and  let  us  suppose 
a  sudden  fire,  or  inundation,  or  an  attack  of  enemies, 
would  not  in  a  general  Sauve  qui  pent  the  mere 
shout  of  VA  have  reminded  the  women  and  children 
to  carry  off  the  mats  ?  Would  it  not  have  been 
tantamount  to  our  sentence, '  The  mats,  the  mats ! ' 

Every  logician  knows  that  we  can  predicate  in  a 
sentence  only,  and  as  the  chief  object  of  language  is 
predication  in  the  form  of  a  proposition,  it  has  quite 
properly  been  concluded  that  words  had  no  right  to 
exist  except  as  integral  parts  of  a  sentence,  or,  as 
some  scholars  put  it,  that  the  sentence  existed  before 
single  words.  Students  of  language  were  no  doubt 
staggered  when  they  were  told  that  the  words  which 
expressed  the  subject  and  the  predicate  and,  in  some 
languages,  the  copula  also,  could  not  have  existed 
apart  from  the  sentence  which  they  formed,  still  the 
logician  was  in  his  right  and  his  arguments  seemed  un- 
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answerable.  What  could  have  been  the  use  of  forming 
8uch  words  as  snow  and  white  by  themselves  ?  No 
one,  not  even  a  troglodyte,  would  amuse  himself  by 
saying  snow,  or  by  saying  white,  still  less  by  saying 
is.  And  as  there  was  no  demand  for  such  utterances, 
it  seemed  quite  natural  to  conclude  that  there  could 
Lave  been  no  supply,  as  little  as  there  would  ever  be 
a  supply  of  right  boots  in  a  market  where  only  pairs 
of  boots  will  answer  any  purpose.  All  this  is  perfectly 
true,  but  for  all  that  we  need  not  submit  to  being 
told  that  the  three  words  terra,  est,  rotunda  did 
not  exist  by  themselves  till  the  sentence  terra  est 
rotunda  had  been  analysed  grammatically. 

On  the  contrary,  every  noun  and  every  verb  v^^as 
originally  by  itself  a  complete  sentence,  consisting 
of  a  predicate  and  h  subject,  whether  the  latter 
be  expressed,  as  it  commonly  is  in  the  Aryan  lan- 
guages, or  only  understood,  as  in  Chinese.  Thus 
Luc-s  was  originally  a  real  sentence,  and  meant 
'shining-here.'  That  was  enough  for  a  first  efiFort. 
Luc-e-t,  likewise,  was  a  complete  sentence,  and 
meant  *  he-shining.'  No  one  doubts  this  with 
regard  to  verbs.  No  one  hesitates  to  call  Veni, 
vidi,  vici  three  independent  sentences.  Why  should 
we  doubt  with  regard  to  substantives  ?  The  difference 
between  man-u-s  (man)  and  man-u-te  (thinks)  is 
no  more  than  between  *  thinking-he  (there),'  and  '  he- 
thinking  '  1  In  a  later  stage  of  language  the  two  sen- 
tences Manus  and  manute,  'Man  and  thinks,*  were 
I'used  into  one,  and  this  led  to  the  erroneous  supposi- 
tion that  manus  and  manute  had  no  independent 
existence,  but  were  from  the  first  integral  parts  of  a 
sentence. 
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ON  THE  SUFFIX  TATI. 

(From  '  Mind,'  July,  1876.)    See  p.  33a. 

Is  it  not  a  most  striking  illustration  of  the  power  which 
language  can  exercise  even  on  the  most  vigorous  and  inde- 
pendent minds,  when  we  see  how  Mill  had  persuaded  himself 
tliat  most  metaphysical  difficulties  inherent  in  the  conceptions 
of  Matter  and  Mind  could  be  removed  by  declaring^  that 
Matter  was  nothing  but  the  '  permanent  possibility  of  sensa- 
tion/ Mind  nothing  but  the  *  permanent  possibility  of  feeling'? 
There  is  a  certain  want  of  clearness  in  thus  expressing  the 
opposition  between  the  Ego  or  Mind  and  the  Non-Ego  or 
Matter,  and  I  doubt  if  many  will  approve  the  use  which  Mill 
makes  of  the  words  sensation  and  feeling,  restricting  the 
former  to  a  passive,  the  latter  to  an  active  sense.  However,  a 
philosopher  who  modifies  thought  has  a  right  to  modify  lan- 
guage, and  we  have  only  to  remember  that  Mill,  in  his  dialect, 
uses  the  expression  '  possibility  of  sensation,'  as  applied  to  the 
Non-Ego,  in  the  sense  of  the  possibility  of  being  the  object  of 
sensations ;  while  '  possibility  of  feeling,'  as  applied  to  the 
Ego,  is  intended  to  convey  the  possibility  of  being  the  subject 
of  feelings. 

But  what  is  of  much  greater  consequence  is  this,  that  Mill 
should  have  imagined  he  could  eliminate,  or  at  least  sublimate, 
the  idea  of  substance,  both  in  the  Ego  and  the  Non-Ego,  by 
using  an  abstract  noun,  possibility,  instead  of  a  concrete  noun, 
the  possible,  or,  as  we  used  to  say  in  our  own,  half-classical, 
half-mediaeval  dialect,  the  cause,  the  substance,  the  subject. 

What  is  the  nature  of  such  words  as  possibility  ?  They 
clearly  express  a  quality,  and  therefore  a  quality  of  something. 
When  we  speak  of  a  thing  as  feasible,  we  mean  that  it  can  be 
done ;  when  we  say  it  is  destructible,  we  mean  that  it  can  be 
destroyed.  Afterwards,  if  we  want  to  speak  of  many  things 
being  feasible  or  destructible,  our  language  enables  us  to  form 
new  substantives  from  these  adjectives,  and  to  speak  of  the 
feasibleness,   the   destructibility,   the    possibility  of   things. 


Examination  of  Hamilton's  Philosophy,  pp.  198,  206. 
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win  even  allow  us  to  go  »  step  furtlier^  sikI  to  sa\\ 
for  iBstuiee.  tlicfe  is  »  possibility  of  something  being  doike^ 
but  it  is  heie  thst  hnguage  begins  to  react  on  tbooght  and 
tempts  ns  to  speak  of  possibilities)  as  if  tbey  were  things  by 
tbemsdires,  and  diffeient  from  the  tubings  which  are  possible* 

One  of  the  best  known  instances  of  what  I  call  philosophical 
mythology  is  the  word  faculty.  From  facf/r^  to  do»  was 
formei  JmciUMj  easy  to  do,  or  easy  to  be  done;  e.g.  r^ /«(*/# 
fmcilU,  a  thii^  easy  to  be  done ;  facilU  ««Y«^if#,  an  easy 
ascent.  FaeilU  means  also  ready,  e.g.  faciiU  aJ  iiicrMihm^ 
ready  or  qmcV  to  speak.  From  this  adjective  we  have/tfriVi/if^, 
the  quality  of  bein^  easy,  also  the  qoality  of  being  ready. 
BeeidesfaciiiiiUy  we  also  trndfucttifMy  a  word  generally  repre^ 
sented  as  a  contraction  otJacU(i)(u4,  but  which  may  be  derived 
direct  from  the  old  Latin  facnL  Factt/fa^  means  chiefly  the 
power  of  doing,  e.g.  faeuUoM  jMriendi ;  then  the  means  of 
doing,  snpply,  resources.  In  modem  languages,  however, 
this  word  has  assumed  a  much  wider  development.  We  speak 
<^  the  faculty  of  hearing,  the  faculty  of  perceiving,  imagining, 
remembering,  reasoning;  we  speak  of  the  faculties  of  the 
mind,  and  we  at  last  divide  these  faculties,  place  them  side  by 
side  as  independent  powers,  often  forgetting  that  all  the  time 
they  can  claim  no  subjectivity  whatever,  that  they  are  no 
more  than  qualities  of  the  same  subject,  and  that  all  we  really 
mean  when  we  say  that  humanity  is  endowed  with  the  faculties 
of  seeing,  remembering,  imagining,  and  reasoning,  is  that 
eveiy  man  can  see,  remember,  imagine,  reason,  etc. 

It  is  curious  that  the  very  school  which  has  always  pro- 
tested most  strongly  against  the  abuse  of  these  abstract  nouns, 
which  has  waged  war  to  the  knife  against  the  faculties  of  the 
mind,  though  not  always  to  the  advantage  of  a  clear  and 
systematic  treatment  of  psychology,  should  in  metaphysics 
fall  into  this  very  trap.  We  can  imagine  philosophers  denying 
altogether  the  reality  of  any  such  thing  as  substance ;  we  can 
understand  why  Mill  looks  upon  that  category  simply  as  the 
result  of  custom,  not  as  a  sine  qua  non  of  human  thought. 
Bat  whatever  the  origin  of  our  category  of  substance  may  be, 
it  is  through  it  and  with  it  alone  that  we  can  conceive  quality. 
A  quality  is  inconceivable  without  reference  to  a  substance, 
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aud  however  much  that  original  coherence  may  be  forgotten, 
we  always  find  it  is  there,  whenever  we  go  back  to  the  deepest 
foundation  of  our  intellectual  fabric.  We  may  speak  of 
possibilities,  we  may  trust  in  possibilities,  we  may  be  even 
frightened  by  possibilities,  but  if  we  look  more  closely,  what 
we  ti-ust  in  and  what  we  are  frightened  by  are  always  things 
possible. 

If  therefore  Mill  and  his  followers  imagine  that  by  defining 
Matter  as  the  permanent  possibility  of  sensation,  and  Mind  as 
the  permanent  possibility  of  feeling,  they  have  removed  the 
diflieulty  of  Kant's  J)ing  an  gicA,  they  are  mistaken.  Their 
possibility  of  sensation,  if  properly  analysed,  means  things  or 
substances  which  can  become  objects  of  sensation  ;  their  pos- 
sibility of  feeling  means  things  or  substances  which  can  become 
subjects  of  sensation. 

However  we  may  fight  against  the  necessities  of  our  reason, 
reason  has  its  revenge.  It  is,  for  instance^  only  another 
attempt  at  avoiding  the  admission  of  something  substantial  in 
the  Ego,  which  leads  Mill  and  his  followers  ^  to  define  Mind 
as  a  series  or  a  succession  of  feelings.  What  are  series  or 
succession  but  the  germs  of  collective  words,  many  of  which 
develop  into  abstract  nouns  ?     A  series  or  a  succession  means 


^  M.  Taine  in  his  charming  work,  De  V Intelligence,  vol.  i.  p.  378, 
expresses  the  same  views  in  even  more  determined  language :  '  Le 
moi  n'est  lui-m^me  qu'une  entite  verbale  et  un  fantome  m^ta- 
physique.  Ce  quelque  cho&e  d'intime  dont  les  facult^s  ^taieut  les 
differeuts  aspects,  disparait  avec  elles ;  on  voit  s'^vanouir  et  rentrer 
dans  la  region  des  mots  la  sub&tance  une,  permaneute,  distincte  des 
^v^nements.  II  ne  reste  de  nous  que  uos  ^venements,  sensations, 
images,  souvenirs,  id^s,  resolutions :  ce  sont  eux  qui  constituent 
notice  ^tre ;  et  Tanalyse  de  nos  jugements  les  plus  ^l^mentaires 
m outre,  en  effet,  que  noti^  moi  u'a  pas  d  autres  ^Uments/  What 
is  the  meaning  of  nos  evenements^  if  not  evtnements  de  nous  f  and  if 
these  evenements  are  something  real,  might  we  not  turn  M.  Taine's 
illustration  (i.  385),  that  one  cannot  hang  any  but  a  painted  chain 
on  a  painted  hook,  against  him  by  saying  that  one  cannot  hang  a 
real  series  of  evenements,  sensations,  images,  souvenirs,  idees,  resotu- 
lions,  on  a  painted  Moi  1 
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things  succeeding  each  other,  and  if  these  things  are  feelings, 
then  feeling  again  is  what  might  be  called  an  adjectival 
substantive,  expressing  a  quality,  statuSy  or  act  of  somebody. 
Leave  out  that  somebody^  that  substance,  that  subject,  that  a?, 
and  our  mind  refuses  to  act,  as  Mill  has  been  honest  enough 
to  admit  himself.     For,  as  he  says,  (p.  212) : — 

'The  thread  of  consciousness  which  composes  the  mind's  phe- 
nomenal life  [another  alias  for  the  Ego  as  a  substance]  consists 
iiot  only  of  present  sensations,  but  likewise  in  part,  of  memories 
and  expectations.  Now  what  are  these  1  In  themselves,  they  are 
present  feelings,  that  is  of  present  consciousness,  and  in  that  respect 
not  distinguished  from  sensations.  They  all,  moreover,  resemble 
some  given  sensations  or  feelings,  of  which  we  have  previously  had 
experience.  Bat  they  are  attended  with  the  peculiarity,  that  each 
of  them  iavolves  a  belief  in  more  thau  its  own  present  existence. 
A  sensation  involves  only  this :  but  a  remembrance  of  sensation, 
even  if  not  referred  to  any  particular  date,  involves  the  suggestion 
and  belief  that  a  sensation,  of  which  it  is  a  copy  or  representation, 
actually  existed  in  the  past :  and  an  expectation  involves  the  belief, 
more  or  less  positive,  that  a  sensation  or  other  feeling  to  which  it 
directly  refers,  will  exist  in  the  future.  Nor  can  the  phenomena 
involved  in  these  two  states  of  consciousness  be  adequately 
expressed,  without  sajing  that  the  belief  they  include  is,  that  I 
myself  formerly  had,  or  that  I  myself,  and  no  other,  shall  hereafter 
have,  the  sensations  remembered  or  expected.  The  fact  believed 
is,  that  the  sensations  did  actually  form,  or  will  hereafter  form, 
part  of  the  self-same  series  of  states,  or  thread  of  couEciousness,  of 
which  the  remembrance  or  expectation  of  these  sensations  is  4iie 
part  now  present.  If,  therefore,  we  speak  of  the  IViind  as  a  series 
of  feelings,  we  are  obliged  to  complete  the  statement  by  calling  it 
a  series  of  feelings  which  is  aware  of  itself  as  past  and  future  :  and 
we  are  reduced  to  the  alternative  of  believing  that  the  Mind,  or 
Ego,  is  something  different  from  any  series  of  feelings,  and  possi- 
bilities of  them,  or  of  accepting  the  paradox,  that  something  which 
ea;  hypothed  is  but  a  series  of  feelings,  can  be  aware  of  itself  as  a 
series.' 

Nothing  can  be  more  frank  and  honest ;  only,  instead  of 
saying  with  Mill  that  we  are  here  '  face  to  face  with  that  final 
inexplicability,  at  which  we  inevitably  arrive  when  we  read 
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ultimate  facts;'  and  instead  of  comforting  ourselves  with 
saying,  that  one  mode  of  stating  it  only  appears  more  incom- 
prehensible than  another,  because  the  whole  of  human  language 
is  accommodated  to  the  one,  and  is  so  incongruous  with  the 
other  that  it  cannot  be  expressed  in  any  terms  which  do  not 
deny  its  truth, — ^might  it  not  have  been  better^  if  Mill  had 
examined  his  own  language  more  closely,  and  asked  himself 
what  could  be  meant  by  a  series,  a  thread,  a  succession  ?  A 
succession  of  feelings,  no  doubt,  cannot  be  said  or  thought  to 
be  aware  of  itself  as  past  or  future,  but  an  Ego,  a  Subject,  an 
X,  or  whatever  you  like  to  call  it,  of  which  this  succession,  i.e. 
these  succeeding  feelings  are  qualities  or  attributes,  may  well 
be  thought  and  said  to  retain  a  feeling,  not  for  one  moment 
only,  but  for  a  longer  or  shorter  time  ;  and  the  same  subject 
may  also,  by  means  of  the  same  retentive  nature  of  former 
feelings,  and  by  that  very  law  of  association  which  Mill  has  so 
fully  illustrated,  expect  one  feeling  to  arise  again,  whenever 
another  feeling,  with  which  it  was  frequently  connected,  has 
arisen 

Language,  as  I  have  often  said,  always  revenges  herself 
whenever  we  do  violence  to  her,  or  whenever  we  forget  her 
antecedents.  At  first  sight  a  series,  a  succession,  a  thread  may 
seem  a  very  different  linguistic  expedient  from  the  termination 
lae  which  we  found  m/acultas,  and  which  is  used  to  form 
abstract  nouns.  Yet  what  was  the  original  purport  of  such 
words  as  juven-ias,  if  not  a  series,  a  succession,  a  class  of 
JuveneSi  and  of  all  things  belonging  to  them  ?  What  was 
posteritae,  if  not  a  series  of  posteri  ?  What  was  civitas,  if 
not  a  number  of  cives?  The  growth  of  meaning  in  the  deriva- 
tive tas^  though  long  forgotten  in  Latin,  Greek,  and  Sanskrit, 
can  still  be  watched,  if  we  have  but  eyes  for  the  secret  cun- 
ning of  language.  Tsking  Juventas  or  Juvenilis  in  its  original 
meaning,  succession,  thread,  class  of  young  men,  the  Romans 
could  well  form  such  sentences,  as  cum  omnig  Juventas,  omnes 
etiam  gravioris  aetatus  eo  convenerant,  when  the  whole  youth 
and  also  all  of  maturer  age  were  come  together.  Princeps 
juventutis  would  be  the  chief  of  their  youth,  i.e.  of  all  the 
young  men.  Juventas  pngnare  debet  would  mean  the  young 
men  must  fight ;  jtivenias  facile  decipUur^  young  men  are 
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easily  deceived,  or  credula  juventm,  credulous  youth.  Now  in 
credulous  youth,  the  numerical  slowly  glides  into  the  more 
abstract  meaning,  and  so  we  go  on  to  tempus  juventutis^  the 
time  of  youth ;  gaudia  juventutis^  the  pleasures  of  youth ;  robnr 
in  juventaUy  the  strength  in  young  men,  or  the  strength  of 
youth,  till  at  length  the  abstract  conception  preponderates ; 
juvenilis  becomes  all  that  belongs  to  youth,  and  is  at  last 
endowed  with  a  new  substantival  form  in  the  name  of  the 
goddess  Juvenlas,  to  whom  Lucullus  dedicated  a  temple  in  the 
Circus  Maximus. 

To  us  the  formation  of  abstract  nouns,  such  slq  factil-tas 
bom  facnUjuven-tas  {rom  juven^u,  is  so  familiar  that  we  hardly 
think  how,  at  some  time  or  other,  the  composition  otfacul 
with  what  we  call  the  suffix  tas,  or  tdliy  must  have  been  an 
individual  act,  performed  with  a  definite  purpose.  That  act 
took  place  at  a  time  which  escapes  chronological  measurement ; 
but  whenever  it  took  place  it  must  have  been  a  rational  act. 
As  long  as  we  know  Latin  it  possesses  the  suffix  tas^  tdti-s ; 
as  long  as  we  know  Greek  it  possesses  the  suffix  rris,  7777-09 ; 
as  long  as  we  know  Sanskrit  it  possesses  the  suffix  tdti-s. 
Therefore,  long  before  Homer,  long  before  the  Veda,  long 
before  1500  B.C.,  tdU  had  become  what  we  call  a  suffix,  i.e. 
a  purely  formal  element.  In  1500  B.C.,  Sanskrit  must  have 
been  separated  from  Greek  and  Latin  for  a  very  long  period 
of  time,  for  the  Sanskrit  of  that  time  is  less  primitive  in 
several  respects  than  the  Latin  of  Cicero.  Therefore,  not  only 
would  it  be  impossible  to  represent  Latin  as  derived  from 
Sanskrit,  such  as  we  know  it  in  the  Veda,  but  it  will  be 
necessary  to  admit  that  on  some  points  Sanskrit  in  1500  B.C. 
bad  diverged  more  from  the  common  Aryan  type  than  Latin 
had  in  the  time  of  Cicero.  True,  no  method  of  calculation  will 
enable  us  to  fix  the  time  when  Sanskrit  and  Latin  separated, 
but  I  believe  that,  if  on  other  than  linguistic  evidence  that  date 
were  fixed  at  lo^ooo  B.C.,  the  student  of  language  would  have 
no  difficulty  in  accepting  it.  At  that  remote  period  the  word 
tdii,  whatever  its  origin  may  have  been,  must  have  been  used 
80  frequently  already  as  to  have  assumed  a  merely  formative 
and  formal  character,  for  it  is  in  that  formal  character  alone 
that  we  find  it  in  Sanskrit,  Greek,  and  Latin.    Before,  how- 
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ever,  such  a  suffix  as  tali  became  purely  formal  it  must  have 
had  an  independent  and  substantial  existence.  It  must  have 
had  a  meaning,  and  that  meaning,  if  we  could  discover  it,  would 
reveal  to  us  the  first  truly  historical  germ  of  what  we  now  call  the 
conception  of  collective  and  abstract  nouns.  I  am  not  myself 
a  great  believer  in  that  microscopic  analysis  of  gp*ammatieal 
suffixes  and  terminations  with  which  Bopp  and  some  of  his 
followers  have  made  us  familiar.  If  I  am  told  as  a  fact  that 
thas^  the  termination  of  the  second  person  plural  in  Sanskrit, 
the  Latin  iisj  was  originally  a  composition  of  tva-tvi,  thou  and 
thou,  what  is  stated  as  a  fact  seems  to  me  to  deserve  at  the 
utmost  the  name  of  likelihood,  and  even  likelihood  in  such 
cases  seems  often  to  dwindle  down  to  mere  possibility.  Still 
the  broad  principle  remains  that,  whatever  is  now  purely  formal 
in  language,  must  at  some  time  or  other  have  been  substantial, 
though  we  may  admit  our  inability  to  trace  all  formal 
elements,  such  as  we  find  them,  back  to  the  earlier  stratum  of 
language  whence  they  arose.  We  can  easily  read  the  origin 
of  such  suffixes  in  English  as  ship  (friendship),  dom  (free- 
dom), less  (useless),  full  (useful) ;  but  when  we  come  to  uess 
(ful-ness),  or  isA  (foolish),  we  cannot  dig  deep  enough  to  reach 
the  soil  from  which  they  drew  their  life. 

With  regard  to  the  suffix  tali,  Latin  taSy  tatis^  English  fy^ 
one  of  the  oldest  Aryan  suffixes  for  forming  collective,  and 
afterwards  abstract  nouns,  I  shall  not  venture  to  speak  posi- 
tively as  to  its  original  purport.  It  has  been  explained  by  a 
very  distinguished  scholar  as  a  combination  of  two  suffixpis,  id 
and  tiy  which  are  used  by  themselves  to  form  abstract  nouns, 
and  the  origin  of  which  would  probably  be  referred  to  a 
demonstrative  pronominal  base.  But  it  is  curious,  to  say  no 
more,  that  Indian  grammarians  should  have  derived  their  suffix 
fdti  from  a  root  fan,  to  stretch,  to  extend,  thus  giving  to  this 
abstract  suffix  that  very  meaning,  viz.  stretching,  succession, 
thread,  series,  which  modern  metaphysicians  now  wish  to 
substitute  for  the  collective  and  abstract  nouns  in  ty.  It  is 
tnie,  no  doubt,  that  the  correct  derivative  from  tatty  to 
stretch,  would  be  in  Sanskrit  tatiSy  with  a  short  a,  which 
means  a  row,  a  series,  a  ma^s,  or  jams  in  Greek,  which 
means  tension  ;  but  the  formation  of  so  ancient  a  word  goes 
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« 

Wk  to  a  period  Gir  be3roiid  the  meli  of  the  grmmmatieal 
hwB  of  Sanskrit  or  Greek,  and  no  serious  objection  to  the 
et^moiogj  proposed  br  natire  scholars  conld  be  riised  on  that 
groond. 

Witboot,  bovever,  ascribing  to  that  etjmolo^  more 
authority  than  it  desenres,  I  thought  it  might  be  nsefiil  to 
mention  it  as  likely  to  be  of  some  interest  to  logicians.  If 
those  who  follow  Mill  and  share  with  him  his  aversion  to 
abstract  noons  belicTe  that  by  nsing  sneh  words  as  succession, 
or  thread  of  sensations,  they  have  escaped  from  the  dangerous 
spell  of  words  in  (f  ,  they  will  see  that  the  step  from  thread, 
series,  succession  of  sensations  to  sensibility,  or  from  a  col- 
lective to  an  abstract  noun,  is  not  so  great  as  they  imagine. 
These  words  require  a  peg,  and  not  a  painted  peg,  to  hang 
them  on.  The  expressions  thread,  series,  succession  of  sensa- 
tions hang  as  much  in  the  air  as  sensibility.  To  say  that  the 
Ego  is  the  permanent  possibility  of  feeling,  and  that  our 
Mind  is  but  a  series  of  feelings,  are  both  but  new  translations, 
different  ways  of  saying  that  our  Mind  possesses  feeling,  or, 
as  we  used  to  say,  has  the  faculty  of  feeling.  Nay,  as  long  as 
we  bear  in  mind  the  original  purport  of  collective  and  abstract 
nouns  in  /jr,  it  would  seem  more  straightforward  and  more 
English  to  say  that  the  Mind  possesses  the  faculty  of  feeling 
than  to  say  that  what  we  formerly  used  to  call  ^(ind  or  Ego, 
is  '  a  series  of  feelings,  aware  of  itself  as  a  series  of  feelings.' 


CHAPTEE  VI. 

ON   THE   ORIGIN   OF  CONCEPTS  AND   ROOTS. 

The  point  at  which  we  have  now  arrived  is  this  : 
Taking  language  such  as  we  find  it  and  dissolving 
it  into  its  constituent  elements  we  can  show  that 
both  dictionary  and  grammar  are  made  up  of  nothing 
but— 

1.  Predicative  Roots,  definite  in  sound,  and 
expressive  of  general  concepts ; 

2.  Demonstrative  Elements,  likewise  defi- 
nite in  sound,  but  not  conceptual  in  meaning. 

-  Leaving  the  demonstrative  elements  as  unex- 
plained, except  as  possible  remnants  of  an  early 
gesture  language  in  which  objects  are  simply  pointed 
at,  but  not  conceived  or  described,  we  now  turn  to 
the  most  important  of  all  questions,  viz.  How  did 
Concepts  arise,  those  very  concepts  which  are  ex- 
pressed by  our  predicative  roots  ? 

The  question  of  the  origin  of  concepts,  or  of  the 

true  relation  between  the   singular  and 

Conce^rthe  *^^  general,  is  the  cardinal  question  of 

fundjunentai   all  philosophy.     Fcucrbach  does  not  ex- 

Im^phj,    aggerate  when  he  writes  ^  *The  question 

as  to  the  relation  of  the  species  to  the 

individual  is  the  most  important  and  at  the  same 


^  YorleBUDgeii  tiber  das  Wesen  der  Eeligion,  p.  153;    Gerber, 
Sprache  und  das  Erkennen,  p.  210. 
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time  the  most  difficult  question  of  human  knowledge 
and  philosophy.  This  may  be  clearly  seen  from  the 
fact  that  the  whole  history  of  philosophy  really  turns 
on  it,  and  that  the  controversy  between  Stoics  and 
Epicureans,  Platonists  and  Aristotelians,  Sceptics  and 
Dogmatists  in  ancient  times,  and  again  of  Nominalists 
and  Bealists  in  the  middle  ages,  and  of  Idealists, 
Realists,  and  Empiricists  in  modem  times  always 
points  to  this  problem.  It  is  one  of  the  most  difficult 
questions,  not  only  because  philosophers,  particularly 
the  most  modern,  have  by  a  most  reckless  use  of 
words  introduced  infinite  confusion  into  this  matter, 
but  also  because  the  nature  of  language,  and  the 
nature  of  thought  itself,  which  can  in  no  way 
be  separated  from  language,  takes  us  captive  and 
tricks  ufi.  For  every  word  is  general,  so  that  many 
philosophers  see  in  language  itself,  as  being  incapable 
of  expressing  what  is  singular,  a  proof  that  the 
singular  and  the  sensuous  is  nothing.' 

It  is  impossible  in  this  place  to  go  back  to  ancient 
and  mediaeval  philosophy  in  order  to  examine  the 
various  views  propounded  on  the  origin  of  concepts. 
But  it  seems  advisable  to  go  back  at  least  so  far 
as  Locke  and  Berkeley  and  Hume  will  carry  us,  who 
took  up  this  question  anew,  and  on  whose  reasonings 
most  of  what  is  now  held  of  concepts  by  historical 
students  of  philosophy  will  be  found  to  depend. 

Beginning  with  Locke,  I  have  often  quoted  the 
passage  in  which  he  speaks  of  general  j^^^  ^^ 
ideas  as  the  distinguishing  feature  of  general ideaa 
man.  *  This,  I  think,  I  may  be  positive  in,*  "*  ^^ 
he  writes,  in  his  Essay  on  Human  Understanding, 
bk.  ii.  c.  1 1,  par.  lo,  1 1,  *  that  the  power  of  abstracting 
is  not  at  all  in  beasts ;  and  that  the  having  of  general 
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ideas  is  that  which  puts  a  perfect  distinction  betwixt 
man  and  brutes,  and  is  an  excellency  which  the 
faculties  of  brutes  do  by  no  means  attain  to.  For,  it 
is  evident,  we  observe  no  footsteps  in  them  of  making- 
use  of  general  signs  for  universal  ideas  ;  from  which 
we  have  reason  to  imagine,  that  they  have  not  the 
faculty  of  abstracting,  or  making  general  ideas,  since 
they  have  no  use  of  words,  or  any  other  general  signs/ 

And  a  little  further  on :  *  And  therefore,  I  think, 
we  may  suppose,  that  it  is  in  this  that  the  species  of 
brutes  are  discriminated  from  man ;  and  it  is  that 
proper  diflferenc^  wherein  they  are  wholly  separated, 
and  which  at  last  widens  to  so  vast  a  distance.  For, 
if  they  have  any  ideas  at  all,  and  are  not  bare 
machines  (as  some  would  have  them),  we  cannot  deny 
them  to  have  some  reason.  It  seems  as  evident  to  me, 
that  they  do,  some  of  them,  in  certain  instances,  reason 
as  that  they  have  sense ;  but  it  is  only  in  particular 
ideas,  just  as  they  have  received  them  from  their 
senses.  They  are  the  best  of  them  tied  up  within 
those  narrow  bounds,  and  have  not,  as  I  think,  the 
faculty  to  enlarge  them  by  any  kind  of  abstraction.' 

But  Locke  does  not  only  tel]  us  that  man  pos- 
sesses general  ideas,  and  that  these  ideas  are  ex- 
pressed by  words,  he  also  tries  to  explain  how  man 
came  by  such  general  ideas.  In  the  third  book  oF 
his  Essay  concerning  Human  Understanding  (cap.  3. 
par.  6)  he  writes  :  *  The  next  thing  to  be  considered 
is,  how  general  words  come  to  be  made.  For  since 
all  things  that  exist  are  only  particulars,  how  come 
we  by  general  terms,  or  where  find  we  those  general 
natures  they  are  supposed  to  stand  for?  Words 
become  general  by  being  made  the  signs  of 
general    ideas;    and    ideas    become    general    by 
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separating  from  them  the  circumstances  of  time  and 
place  and  any  other  ideas  that  may  determine  them 
to  this  or  that  particular  existence.  By  this  way  of 
abstraction  they  are  made  capable  of  representing 
more  individuals  than  one,  each  of  which  having 
in  it  a  conformity  to  that  abstract  idea,  is  (as  we  call 
it)  of  that  sort/ 

Instead  of  showing  how  Locke  in  this  last  passage 
takes  really  for  granted  what  he  promises 

.  .  Berkeley 

to  explain — for  he  neither  explains  how    denying  the 
we  come  into  possession  of  words,  or  how    •»"*e«i«e  o^ 

.J  ^,  .  general  ideas. 

we  can  separate  irom  ideas  the  circum- 
stances of  time  and  place  and  any  other  ideas  that 
may  determine  them  to  this  or  that  particular  exist- 
ence— it  seems  preferable  to  adopt  an  historical 
course  and  to  let  Berkeley,  Locke's  immediate  suc- 
cessor, criticise  these  very  passages.  In  one  sense 
Berkeley's  great  discovery,  of  which  we  shall  have 
to  speak  presently,  may  seem  to  have  been,  if  not 
anticipated,  at  all  events  prepared  by  Locke,  where 
he  says  that  '  words  become  general  by  being  made 
the  signs  of  general  ideas,'  which  Berkeley  changed 
into  *  particular  ideas  become  general  by  having  a 
word  attached  to  them.'  But  Berkeley  saw  that  before 
speaking  of,  or  inquiring  into  the  origin  of  general 
ideas,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  at  all  events  their 
existence,  and  in  doing  this  he  arrived  at  the  con- 
viction that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  general  idea, 
or,  as  he  sometimes  says,  an  abstract  general  idea. 

In  order  to  understand  Berkeley's  argument  we 
must  keep  in  mind  that  with  him,  as  with  Locke, 
idea  meant  percept,  and  was  therefore  always  par- 
ticular. In  some  places  he  does  not  deny  abso- 
lutely that  there  are  general  ideas  (which,  however, 

8  2 
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he  prefers  to  call  notions  ^)  or  universal  ideas^;  what 
he  denies  is  that  there  are  abstract  general  ideas  ^. 

All  that  we  call  knowledge  consists,  according  to 
Berkeley,  of  i.  ideas  actually  imprinted  on  the 
senses,  and  they  are  all  particular;  or  2.  ideas  per- 
ceived by  attending  to  the  passions  and  operations 
of  the  mind  ;  and  3.  ideas  formed  by  help  of  memory 
and  imagination.  The  spirit,  as  it  perceives  ideas, 
is  called  the  understanding,  as  it  operates  about 
them,  the  will  (i.  p.  169).  The  first  and  second 
class  are  what  we  call  percepts,  external,  if  caused 
by  the  senses,  internal,  if  caused  by  the  passions. 
The  third  class  comprises  some  of  our  concepts, 
only  that  with  us  their  formation  is  generally  as- 
cribed to  the  intellect,  and  not,  as  here,  simply  to 
memory.  The  former  (i  and  2)  are  sometimes  called 
presentations,  the  latter  representations.  In 
Locke's  language,  class  i  and  2  would  contain 
Simple  ideas  of  sentient  reflection,  class  3  Com- 
plex ideas.  In  Hume's  language,  class  i  and  2 
correspond  to  Impressions,  class  3  to  Ideas*,  the 
former  more  lively  than  the  latter,  according  both 
to  Hume  and  Berkeley  ^. 

*If  we  will  annex  a  meaning  to  our  words/ 
Berkeley  says  ®,  *  and  speak  only  of  what  we  can 
conceive,  I  believe  we  shall  acknowledge  that  an  idea 
which,  considered  in  itself,  is  particular,  becomes 
general  not  by  abstraction,  but  by  being  made  to 
represent  or  stand  for  all  other  particular  ideas  of 
the  same  sort.     To  make  this  plain  by  an  example, 

^  Berkeley's  Works,  edit.  Fraser,  vol.  i.  p.  146,  note  17;  p.  230, 
note  30. 

*  Ibid.  p.  147.  '  Ibid.  p.  144.  *  Ibid.  p.  155,  note  1. 

*  Ibid.  p.  170.  *  Ibid.  p.  144. 
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suppose  a  geometrician  is  demonstrating  the  method 
of  cutting  a  line  in  two  equal  parts.    He  draws,  for 
instance,  a  black  line  of  an  inch  in  length.     This, 
which  in  itself  is  a  particular  line,  is  nevertheless 
with  regard  to  its  signification  general,  since,  as  it  is 
there   used,  it  represents  all  particular  lines  what- 
soever;  so  what  is  demonstrated  of  it,  is  demon- 
strated of  all  lines,  or,  in  other  words,  of  a  line  in 
general.     And,  as  that  particular  line  becomes 
general  by  being  made  a  sign,  so  the  name  *'line," 
which  taken  absolutely  is  particular,  by  being  a  sign, 
is  made  general.     And  as  the  former  owes  its  gene- 
rality not  to  its  being  the  sign  of  an  abstract  or 
general  line,  but  of  all  particular  right  lines  that 
may  possibly  exist,  so  the  latter  must  be  thought  to 
derive  its  generality  from  the  same  cause,  namely,  the 
various  particular  lines  which  it  indifferently  denotes/ 
According  to  Berkeley  therefore  we  may  reason 
(discourse)  about  general  ideas,  or  notions  as  he  then 
prefers  to  call  them,  such  as  length,  for  instance, 
without  any  reference  to  breadth,  but  we  can  never 
form  an  abstract  idea,  but  only  a  particular  idea 
standing  for  many  other  particular  ideas.     Locke 
already  had  admitted  that  it  was  diflScult  to  form  the 
general  idea  of  a  triangle,  for  instance,  for  it  must 
be  neither  obUque  nor  rectangle,  neither  equilateral, 
equicrural,  nor  scalene,  but  all  and  none  of  them 
at  once^     Berkeley,   however,  went  further.     He 
denied  altogether   the   possibility  of   such  general 
ideas,  and  declined  *to  even  dispute  with  any  man 
who  pretends  to  have  the  faculty  of  framing  in  his 
mind  such  an  idea  of  a  triangle/  (Works,  vol.  i.  p.  146.) 

*  Essay  concerniiig  Human  UnderstandiDg,  It.  7.  9. 
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After  showing  that  the  process  of  abstraction,  as 
described  by  philosophers,  has  no  real  existence  ex- 
cept in  the  schools,  that  no  man  ever  takes  the  ideas 
of  Peter,  and  James,  and  by  leaving  out  their  stature, 
the  colour  of  their  hair  and  eves,  and  all  that  is 
peculiar  to  each,  arrives  at  the  idea  of  man,  Berkeley- 
proceeds  to  show  that  if  there  had  been  no  such 
thing  as  speech  or  universal  signs,  there  would  never 
have  been  any  thought  of  abstraction  at  all.  To  a 
certain  extent  this  had  been  foreseen  bv Locke  when  he 
says  that  '  general  names  are  necessary,  if  not  to  the 
being,  yet  at  least  to  the  completing  of  a  species  *  / 
But  Berkeley  speaks  far  more  decidedly.  That  there 
ever  was  such  a  thing  as  an  abstract  idea  to  which  a 
name  was  to  be  attached,  he  stoutly  denies,  and  if 
we  take  idea  in  the  sense  in  which  he  takes  it,  we 
cannot  but  admit  that  he  was  right. 

If  we  take  abstraction,  a(paip€(ri^^  in  its  original 
Berkeley's  Bcnsc,  then  Berkeley  too  has  nothing  to 
account  of     say  agaiust  it.     In  paragraph  lo  he  says  -  : 

abstraction.      ,  j    g^^    ^^^^^    j    ^^^^    ^    f^^j^^    ^^    -^^ 

agining  or  representing  to  myself  the  ideas  of  those 
particular  things  I  have  perceived,  and  of  variously 
compounding  and  dividing  them.  I  can  imagine  a 
man  with  two  heads,  or  the  upper  parts  of  a  man 
joined  to  the  body  of  a  horse.  I  can  consider  the 
hand,  the  eye,  the  nose,  each  by  itself  abstracted  or 
separated  from  the  rest  of  the  body.  But  then, 
whatever  hand  or  eye  I  imagine,  it  must  have  some 
particular  shape  and  colour.  Likewise  the  idea  of  man 
that  I  frame  to  myself  must  be  either  of  a  white,  or 

^  L.  c.  iii.  6,  39. 

'  Introd.  to  Treatise  concerning  the  Principlee  of  Human  Know- 
ledge, ed.  Fraser,  vol.  i.  p.  142,  and  p.  158. 
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a  black,  or  a  tawny,  a  straight,  or  a  crooked,  a  tall,  or 
a  low,  or  a  middle-sized  man/ 

In  all  this  Berkeley  is  perfectly  right ;  and  thougii 
in  his  manner  of  accounting  for  the  origin  of  what 
people  in  his  time  called  abstract  ideas  he  seems  to 
nie  to  go  utterly  wrong,  yet  this  is  simply  due  to 
his  not  having  the  guidance  of  the  Science  of  Lan- 
guage. With  that  reservation,  his  remarks  are  ex- 
cellent, and  would  deserve  even  now  to  be  written  in 
letters  of  gold  on  the  title-page  of  every  book  on  the 
origin  of  general  ideas.  No  one  saw  more  clearly 
than  Berkeley  that  the  source  of  a  belief  in  abstract 
general  ideas  must  be  discovered  in  language.  *If 
there  had  been  no  such  thing  as  speech,'  he  writes, 
'or  universal  signs,  there  never  had  been  any 
thought  of  abstraction  \'  And  again  ^ :  *  It  is  found 
an  impracticable  thing  to  lay  aside  the  word,  and 
retain  the  abstract  idea  in  the  mind.' 

According  to  Berkeley,  then,  *  what  we  call  abstract 
general  ideas  are  nothing  but  particular  ones,  to 
which  a  certain  term  has  been  annexed  which  gives 
them  a  more  extensive  signification  and  makes  them 
recall  upon  occasion  other  individuals  which  are 
similar  to  them.' 

It  is  so  difficult  to  give  an  accurate  account  of  Ber- 
keley's views  without  using  his  ipsissima  verba, 
that  I  subjoin  here  a  few  of  his  classical  passages  : — 

•  Locke  asks,  "  Since  all  things  that  exist  are  only 
particulars,  how  came  we  by  general  names  ? "  His 
answer  is :  "  Words  become  general  by  being  made 
the  si^s  of  general  ideas."  To  this  I  cannot  assent, 
being  of  opinion  that  a  word  becomes  general  by  being 
made  the  sign,  not  of  an  abstract  general  idea,  but 

^  Works,  vol,  i.  p.  149.  '  Ibid.  vol.  i.  p.  153. 
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of  several  particular  ideas,  any  one  of  which  it  in- 
differently suggests  to  the  mind\' 

*By  observing  how  ideas  become  general,  we  may 
the  better  judge  how  words  are  made  so.  And  here  it 
is  to  be  noted  that  I  do  not  deny  absolutely  there  are 
general  ideas,  but  only  that  there  are  any  abstract 
general  ideas  ;  for,  in  the  passages  we  have  quoted 
wherein  there  is  mention  of  general  ideas,  it  is  always 
supposed  that  they  are  formed  by  abstraction,  after  a 
manner  set  forth  in  sections  8  and  9.  Now,  if  we  wil 
annex  a  meaning  to  our  words,  and  speak  only  of  what 
we  can  conceive,  I  believe  we  shall  acknowledge  that 
an  idea  which,  considered  in  itself,  is  particular,  be- 
comes general  by  being  made  to  represent  or  stand 
for  all  other  particular  ideas  of  the  same  sort  ^/ .  .  .  . 

'  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  the  qualities  or 
modes  of  things  do  never  really  exist  each  of  thena 
apart  by  itself,  and  separated  from  all  others,  but 
are  mixed,  as  it  were,  and  blended  together,  several 
in  the  same  object.  But,  we  are  told,  the  mind 
being  able  to  consider  each  quality  singly,  or  ab- 
stracted from  those  other  qualities  with  which  it 
is  united,  does  by  that  means  frame  to  itself  ab- 
stract ideas.  For  example,  there  is  perceived  by 
sight  an  object  extended,  coloured,  and  moved  :  this 
mixed  or  compound  idea  the  mind  resolving  into  its 
simple,  constituent  parts,  and  viewing  each  by  itself, 
exclusive  of  the  rest,  does  frame  the  abstract  ideas 
of  extension,  colour,  and  motion.  Not  that  it  is 
possible  for  colour  or  motion  to  exist  without  ex- 
tension ;  but  only  that  the  mind  can  frame  to  itself 
by  abstraction  the  idea  of  colour  exclusive  of  ex~ 

*  Introduction  to  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,  §11. 
^  L.  c.  §  12. 
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tension,  and  of  motion  exdusive  of  both  colour  and 
extension '/ 

^  And  as  the  mind  frames  to  itself  abstract  ideas 
of  qualities  or  modes,  so  does  it  (it  is  thought),  by 
the  same  precision  or  mental  separation,  attain  ab- 
stract ideas  of  the  more  compounded  beings  which 
include  several  coexistent   qualities.     For  example, 
the  mind  having  observed   that  Peter,  James,  and 
John  resemble  each  other  in  certain  common  agree- 
ments of  shape  and  other  qualities,  leaves  out  of  the 
complex  or  compounded  idea  it  has  of  Peter,  James, 
and  any  other  particular  man,  that  which  is  peculiar 
to  each,  retaining  onlv  what  is  common  to  all,  and 
so  makes  an  abstract  idea  wherein  all  the  particulars 
equally  partake — abstracting  entirely  from  and  cutting 
off  all   those  circumstances    and  differences  which 
might  determine  it  to  any  particular  existence.    And 
after  this  manner  it  is  said  we  come  bv  the  abstract 
idea  of  man,  or,  if  you  please,  humanity,  or  human 
nature  ;  wherein  it  is  true  there  is  included  colour, 
because  there  is  no  man  but  has  some  colour,  but 
then  it  can  be  neither  white,  nor  black,   nor  any 
particular  colour,  because  there  is  no  one  particular 
colour  wherein  all  men  partake.     So  likewise  there 
is  included  stature,  but  then  it  is  neither  tall  stature, 
nor  low  stature,  nor  vet  middle  statiure,  but  some- 
thing  abstracted  from  all  these.     And  so  of  the  rest. 
Moreover,  there  being  a  great  variety  of  other  crea- 
tures that  partake  in  some  parts,  but  not  all,  of  the 
complex  idea  of  man,  the  mind,  leaving  out  those 
parts  which  are  peculiar  to  men,  and  retaining  those 
only  which  are  common  to  all  the  living  creatures, 
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frames  the  idea  of  animal,  which  abstracts  not  only 
from  all  particular  men,  but  also  all  birds,  beasts, 
fishes,  and  insects.  The  constituent  parts  of  the 
abstract  idea  of  animal  are  body,  life,  sense,  and 
spontaneous  motion.  By  body  is  meant  body  with- 
out any  particular  shape  or  figure,  there  being  no 
one  shape  or  figure  common  to  all  animals,  without 
covering,  either  of  hair,  or  feathers,  or  scales,  etc., 
nor  yet  naked :  hair,  feathers,  scales,  and  nakedness 
being  the  distinguishing  properties  of  particular 
animals,  and  for  that  reason  left  out  of  the  abstract 
idea.  Upon  the  same  account  the  spontaneous 
motion  must  be  neither  walking,  nor  flying,  nor 
creeping ;  it  is  nevertheless  a  motion,  but  what  that 
motion  is  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive. 

'  I  readily  agree  with  Locke  that  the  faculties  of 
brutes  can  by  no  means  attain  to  abstraction.  But 
then  if  this  be  made  the  distinguishing  property  of 
that  sort  of  animals,  I  fear  a  great  many  of  those 
that  pass  for  men  must  be  reckoned  into  their 
number.  The  reason  that  is  here  assigned  why  we 
have  no  grounds  to  think  brutes  have  abstract  general 
ideas  is,  that  we  observe  in  them  no  use  of  words  or 
any  other  general  signs ;  which  is  built  on  this 
supposition — that  the  making  use  of  words  implies 
the  having  of  general  ideas.  From  which  it  follows 
that  men  who  use  language  are  able  to  abstract  or 
generalise  their  ideas  ^'  .  .  .  . 

Hume,  as  we  saw,  calls  this  *  one  of  the  greatest 
and   most  valuable   discoveries   that   has 

enerai^idww    ^^^^  made  of  late  years  in  the  republic 
of  letters  ^,'  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  it 


*  L.  c.  §  II. 

*  Hume's  Treatise  on  Human  Nature,  ed.  Green,  vol.  i.  p.  325 
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marked  a  considerable  advance  in  the  progress  of 
philosophic  thought.  If  all  ideas  are,  as  Hume  holds, 
but  weaker  impressions,  we  can  have  neither  im- 
pressions nor  ideas  of  anything  that  does  not  exist. 
Noiv  a  triangle  in  general,  which  has  no  precise  pro- 
portion of  sides  and  angles,  cannot  exist,  neither  can 
we  have  any  impression  of  it,  whether  lively  or  weak. 
But  we  can  call  one  figure  possessing  three  angles  a 
triangle,  and  we  can  then  use  that  name  for  every 
possible  triangle,  whatever  its  peculiar  features  may 
be.  Thus  *  triangle'  becomes  a  general  term,  and 
is  supposed,  though  wrongly,  to  express  a  general 
abstract  idea.  The  word  when  heard  raises  up 
an  individual  idea,  along  with  what  Hume  calls  a 
certain  custom. 

The  result  therefore  obtained  by  the  combined 
eflForts  of  Locke,  Berkeley,  and  Hume  is  this,  that  a 
general  is  nothing  but  a  particular  idea  annexed  to  a 
general  term,  that  is,  to  a  term  which,  from  a  cus- 
tomary conjunction,  has  a  relation  to  many  other 
particular  ideas  and  readily  recalls  them  in  the 
imagination  ^ 

If  in  tracing  the  various  views  held  by  modern 
philosophers  on  the  origin  of  concepts  I    t  .^    u-i 
do  not  go  beyond  Locke,  Berkeley,  and      aophew. 
Hume,  it  is  because  I  doubt  whether  any      Mansei. 
real  advance  has  been  made  beyond  the  pomt  which 
they  have  reached.     On  the  contrary,  when  we  see 
how  recent  philosophers  of  recognised  authority  ex- 
plain the  process  of  representative  consciousness,  it 
would  seem  that  there  had  been  retrogression  rather 


^  L.  c,  p.  330.      Was  Bomething  like  this  in  Aristotle's  mind 
when  lie  said,  ddvporbp  yociv  aptv  (pavraaias  (43 1  a.  17,  449  b.  30)  ? 
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than  progress,  and  certainly  an  inexcusable  ignoring 
of  what  those  three  great  thinkers  had  achieved. 
Thus  Dr.  Mansel  describes  that  process  as  if  Hume 
had  never  written  his  Treatise  on  Human  Nature, 
and  as  if  all  difficulties  which  he  and  his  prede- 
cessors tried  to  grapple  with  had  altogether  vanished . 
*  The  mind/  he  says,  *  recognises  the  impression  which 
a  tree  makes  on  the  retina  of  the  eye ;  this  is  pre- 
sentative  consciousness.  It  then  depicts  it.  From 
many  such  pictures  it  forms  a  general  notion,  and  to 
that  notion  it  at  last  appropriates  a  name.  These 
three  acts  together  constitute  thought,  or  representa- 
tive consciousness/ 

How  diflFerent  is  this  assurance  from  the  careful 
and  timid  steps  with  which  Locke,  Berkeley,  and 
Hume  approached  this  most  difficult  of  all  philo- 
sophical problems ! 

But  though  we  may  admire  the  keen  observation 
whencewordjj  ^ud  BCHitiny  which  Locke,  Berkeley,  and 

as  signii  of     Hume  in  succession  applied  to  the  work- 
ideas?        .  .  .      ^ 

ings  of  their  own  minds  when  engaged  in 

the  production  of  general  abstract  ideas,  rightly  or 
wrongly  so  called,  we  cannot  help  wondering  that  in 
their  solution  of  the  problem  they  should  have  over- 
Icjoked  the  question,  whence  come  those  terms  which 
are  applied  at  first  to  particular,  and  afterwards  to 
what  are  called  general  ideas  ?  How  is  it  that  when 
I  see  Peter  I  call  him  man,  and  when  I  see  James  I 
call  him  man,  till  at  last  I  call  thousands  and  mil- 
lions not  by  the  name  of  Peters  and  James's,  but  by 
the  same  name  of  man,  or  in  the  plural  men,  and 
speak  of  mankind  as  comprehending  all  that  can  be 
called  man  ?  Unless  this  can  be  explained,  unless 
we  can  account  for  that  curious  instrument,  the  word, 
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by  which  a  particular  is  raised  into  what  is  called  a 
general  idea,  we  should  really  have  gained  very  little 
by  ivhat  Hume  calls  one  of  the  greatest  discoveries  in 
the  republic  of  letters. 

Berkeley  was  bold  enough  to  declare  that  the  pro- 
cess bv  which  the  schools  suppose  that  abstract  ideas 
were  formed  is  pure  imagination,  •  that  no  man  ever 
takes  the  ideas  of  Peter  and  James,  and  by  leaving 
out  their  stature,  the  colour  of  their  hair  and  eyes, 
and  all  that  is  peculiar  to  each,  arrives  at  the  idea  of 
man/  No  honest  thinker  will  deny  that,  for  no  one 
will  ever  catch  himself  performing  that  process. 

And  yet  we  all  possess  something  which  we  call 
abstract  ideas  and  abstract  terms.  We  know  that 
'  John '  is  different  from  *  man ' ;  that  *  John,'  or 
'  John  Knox,'  is  the  name  of  one  individual  only, 
while  *man'  is  applicable  to  a  great  many  in- 
dividuals. 

Now  if  we  ask  ourselves,  how  we  ourselves  came  to 
the  general  idea  and  the  general  term 
man,  the  answer  is  easy  enough.  We  children 
learnt  the  name  as  children  ;  we  received  ^^*™  ^°'^*- 
it  ready  made,  we  did  not  make  it.  Something  was 
ix>inted  out  to  us  as  man,  and  we  said  man  at 
first  of  one  individual,  and  afterwards  of  other 
individuals  who  were  like  the  first  man.  Thus  what 
at  first  denoted  one  individual,  denoted  in  time 
a  great  many  similar  individuals.  But  the  connota- 
tion of  the  term  and  the  sphere  of  the  idea  were  origin- 
ally extremely  vague.  To  many  a  child  man  would 
connote  beard,  or  wearing  of  spectacles,  or  wearing 
of  trousers.  That  man  should  connote  rationality  or 
sex  or  age  would  be  far  beyond  a  child's  horizon. 
Still  all  these  attributes  will  in  time  be  included 
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under  the  name  of  man,  till  at  last  the  child,  having 
himself  grown  into  a  man,  gets  a  complete  conno- 
tation or  perfect  definition  of  the  word  man. 

All  this  has  been  explained  over  and  over  again, 
„  but  with  all  this  the  real  question  has 

How  men  a 

formed  hardly  been  touched,  namely  how  the  word 
words.  ij^an  was  first  formed,  and  how  from  the 
very  first  it  was  formed  as  a  general  term.  This 
question  can  be  answered  by  the  Science  of  Language 
only,  which  shows  us  that  in  forming  the  word 
man-u-s,  man,  our  ancestors  combined  the  root 
MAN,  to  measure,  to  think,  in  its  secondary  form 
man-u,  with  a  demonstrative  element  s,  expressing 
thereby  no  more  than  *  think-here.'  This  was  a  proposi- 
tion, at  first  a  singular  proposition,  but  being  capable 
of  being  repeated  and  applied  to  many  individuals,  of 
every  one  of  whom  it  could  be  said  *  think-here/ 
it  would  naturally  become  a  general  proposition. 
The  word  manu-s  being  repeated,  or,  by  an  ab- 
breviated process,  being  put  in  the  plural,  manu-as, 
would  ipso  facto  become  a  general  term,  but  a 
general  term,  so  to  say,  of  the  second  degree. 
Manu-s,  in  the  singular,  was  already  a  general  term, 
because  it  predicated  an  act,  which  is  an  attribute. 
It  was  not  a  mere  sign,  chalked  as  it  were  on  one 
])erson,  not  an  unmeaning  proper  name,  but  a  pre- 
dicative name,  and  as  such  applicable  to  all  who  pos- 
sessed the  same  attribute,  or  performed  the  same 
act.     It  was  a  general  term  of  the  first  degree. 

If  the  Science  of  Languagejhas  proved  anything,  it 

Every  word    ^^  provcd  that  cvery  term  which  is  ap- 

was  a  general  plied  to  a  particular  idea  or  object,  unless 

""'        it  be  a  proper  name,  is  already  a  general 

term.     Man  meant  originally  anything  that  could 
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think  ;  serpent  anything  that  could  creep ;  fruit 
anything  that  could  be  eaten.  If  therefore,  according 
to  Berkeley,  these  general  terms  explain  the  origin 
of  general  ideas,  what  explains  the  origin  of  these 
general  terms?  Here  is  the  question  that  has  to 
be  solved,  or,  we  should  rather  say,  that  has  been 
solved  by  the  Science  of  Language,  and  which  the 
Science  of  Thought  has  only  to  utilise.  Our  own 
analysis  of  what  passes  within  us  led  us  to  the 
admission  that  percepts,  concepts,  and  names,  though 
distinguishable,  are  inseparable.  We  arrived,  in  fact, 
in  onr  own  way  at  the  same  conclusion  as  Berkeley, 
that  concepts  are  impossible  without  names,  and 
names  without  concepts.  He  said  that  general  ab- 
stract ideas  by  themselves  are  impossible  ;  we  found 
that  concepts,  which  is  our  term  for  what  Berkeley 
calls  general  abstract  ideas,  were  never  realised  except 
in  names.  But  whereas  he  considered  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  name  as  simply  a  kind  of  second  thought, 
w^e  recognised  it  as  a  natural  development  in  the 
formation  of  thought. 

Instead,  however,  of  mere  assertion  on  one  side 
or  the  other,  the  true   method   of  solv-  „,   ,  , 

'  >i  oroB  impos- 

ing  this   problem  is  the  analysis   of  the   sibie  without 

only  tangible  material  that  is  before  us,      «>"^^p*^ 
namely  the  analysis  of  words,  in  which  alone  con- 
cepts become  realised,   or  by   which,  as   Berkeley 
held,    singular    ideas  were   juggled    into    abstract 
general  ideas. 

Let  us  then  always  remember  that  in  analysing 
language  we  found  that  its  constituent  elements 
vrere  predicative  and  demonstrative  roots.  This  is 
a  fact,  not  an  hypothesis,  and  it  shows  us  that  all 
words,  so  far  from  being,  as  Berkeley  supposed,  the 
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means  of  forming   general   ideas,  presuppose   their 
existence  in  the  shape  of  roots. 

With  the  same  right  with  which  the  native 
grammarians  of  India  denied  the  actuality  of  roots 
except  in  words,  we  may  deny  with  Berkeley  the 
actuality  of  concepts,  except  in  words.  But  if  roots 
are  the  real  material  of  words,  and  not  mere  fancies 
or  abstractions,  concepts  also  can  no  longer  be  treated 
as  mere  fancies  or  abstractions,  but  will  have  to  be 
recognised  as  an  integral  phase  in  the  growth  of 
thought  from  percepts  to  concepts,  and  from  concepts 
to  words. 

All  or  nearly  all  the  roots  of  Sanskrit,  or  rather  of 
Roote  express  t^G  Aryan  family  in  general,  express,  as  we 
^^'  shall  see,  acts,  and  more  particularly  the 
commonest  acts  performed  by  members  of  a  primitive 
society,  such  as  digging,  cutting,  rubbing,  pulling, 
striking,  platting,  weaving,  sowing,  rowing,  marching, 
etc.  So  far  the  study  of  language  had  led  us,  but 
no  further.  We  must  now  show  that  the  conscious- 
ness of  every  one  of  these  acts,  if  only  named  by 
a  conscious  actor,  would  constitute  at  once  a  perfect 
concept.  The  root  KHAN,  for  instance,  conveys  the 
concept,  or  the  general  abstract  idea  of  digging,  and 
the  very  existence  of  such  a  root  shows  that,  at  a  very 
early  time,  the  problem  of  the  creation  of  a  concept 
or  a  general  idea  had  been  solved.  It  was  neither 
more  nor  less  than  the  consciousness  of  a  repeated 
act.  But  this  leaves  us  still  perplexed  by  the  same 
question  which  Berkeley  also  was  unable  to  solve, 
when  he  declared  that  a  general  abstract  idea  was 
nothing  but  a  singular  idea  with  a  name  attached  to 
it, — namely,  whence  that  name  ?  whence  the  sound 
KHAN  with  which  the  repeated  act  of  digging  in 
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signed,  and  by  which  alone  tlie  consciousness  of  that 
act  is  raised  into  a  concept,  i.  e.  a  name  ? 

Every  kind  of  attempt  has  been  made  to  show 
either  how  first  a  concept  was  formed  and  then  a 
name  attached  to  it,  or  how  a  name  was  formed  first 
and  then  attached  to  a  concept ;  but  the  conviction 
became  only  stronger  and  stronger  that  if  concepts 
could  not  exist  without  names,  neither  could  names 
without  concepts,  and  in  spite  of  the  most  astound- 
ing mental  gymnastics,  no  one  has  yet  succeeded  in 
vaulting  over  this  dilemma. 

It  was  Noire  who  first  showed  clearly  the  absurdity 
of  all  such  attempts.     So  far  as  I  can 
judge,  he   has   proved  convincingly  that     Theory  of 
it  is  impossible  to  separate  the  two  ques-    *^*^^^  ^^ 
tions  how  concepts  are  firamed  and  how 
they  are  named,  for  the  simple  reason,  as  he  had 
shown,  that  no  concept  can  be  framed  without  a  name, 
and  no  name  can  be  framed  without  a  concept.  These 
two  questions    must  therefore   be  treated  as   one, 
and  must  be  answered  as  one,  and  it  is  only  by  the 
combined  help  of  the  Science  of  Language  and  the 
Science  of  Thought  that  we  can  ever  hope  for  a  really 
satisfactory  answer. 

If  I  say  that  Noir^  was  the  first  to  propound 
this  view,  I  only  mean  that  he  was  the  first  to  show 
the  full  importance  of  it.  We  live  so  much  in  the 
same  intellectual  atmosphere  that  it  is  almost  im- 
possible to  say  who  was  the  first  to  discover  any 
new  truth.  The  truth  is  in  the  air,  and  the  real 
discoverer  is  not  he  who  first  gets  an  inkling  of  it, 
but  he  who  perceives  and  explains  the  full  bearing 
of  it.  Nor  does  the  question  of  priority  ever  arise 
among  true  men  of  science  and  seekers  after  truth, 

T 
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They  rejoice  if  a  new  truth  is  bom  into  the  world, 
they  little  care  by  whom.  Thus  Prantl,  the  author  of 
the  classical  Geschichte  der  Logik,  wrote  in  his 
* Keformgedanken  zur  Logik'  (1875,  p.  162):  *The 
thoughtful  language  of  man  must  not  be  considered  as 
being  composed  of  a  physical  body  of  sound  and  sonie- 
thing  conceptual  and  spiritual,  but  as  an  inseparable 
essential  unity.  By  this  view  of  thought,  as  a  mani- 
festation of  a  form  inseparable  from  language,  the 
whole  articulation  and  systematic  treatment  of  Logic 
must  be  considerably  aflfected/  Nothing  could  have 
been  a  more  welcome  confirmation  of  what  I  had 
myself  maintained  for  so  many  years  than  these 
words  coming  from  the  most  competent  of  judges^ 
the  BGstorian  of  Logic. 

Professor  Lazarus  also  has  pointed  out  that 
difierent  sounds  naturally  accompany  the  earliest 
occupations  of  primitive  man,  and  supply  the  simplest 
materials  of  language.  Silence,  he  says,  is  unnatural 
^  Every  change  which  man  himself  operates  in  nature, 
all  his  working  and  making,  his  shaping  and  creat- 
ing of  tools,  weapons  and  ornaments,  is  followed  by 
tones.  In  the  formation  of  speech,  creative  acts  are 
so  important  an  element  by  the  side  of  intuition, 
because  the  categories  of  apperception,  proceeding 
from  our  own  formative  acts,  are  subjective,  arising 
from  our  own  personality,  and  as  such  opposed  to 
the  things  themselves  \'  He  also  explains  the  in- 
telligibility of  these  sounds  by  their  being  uttered 
in  common  by  members  of  the  same  family  or  clan*.     . 

To  Noird,  however,  belongs  undoubtedly  the  merit 

^  LazaniB, '  Sprache/  in  Schiiiid*8  Encyclopaedie  des  GesammteD 
Erriehtmgs-  and  Unterrichtswesens,  B.  xi.  p.  1 3. 
*  Lazarus,  1.  c.  p.  18. 
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of  having  staked  his  all  on  the  truth  or  falsehood  of 
this  doctrine,  and  it  will  therefore  be  necessary  to 
enter  more  fully  into  his  philosophical  system  in 
order  to  understand  the  position  which  he  takes  with 
regard  to  the  problem  of  the  simultaneous  origin  of 
concepts  and  words.  Though  this  will  interrupt  for 
a  moment  the  thread  of  our  argument,  it  will  not 
really  turn  our  interest  away  from  the  points  at 
issue.  On  the  contrary,  it  will  teach  us  a  most 
important  lesson,  namely,  how  closely  our  problem 
and  all  the  problems  of  the  science  of  language 
are  connected  with  the  great  historical  problems  of 
philosophy  in  general. 

What  distinguishes  Noird  from  most  living  philo- 
sophers is  his  strong  feeling  for  the  his-  Noii^s  PhUo- 
tory  of  philosophy.  There  is  in  all  his  "^P^y- 
writings  the  warmest  sympathy  with  the  past,  an 
unbroken  consciousness,  as  it  were,  of  the  thoughts 
of  the  greatest  thinkeiB  of  the  world,  so  far  bb  they 
have  determined  his  own  thoughts.  He  is  never 
anxious  to  impress  us  with  the  fact  that  his  thoughts 
are  quite  his  own,  quite  original,  and  his  system 
quite  a  new  system.  He  knows  too  well  what  has 
been  said  before  him  on  the  old  questions  which 
disturb  our  own  philosophical  atmosphere,  whether 
by  the  ancient  philosophers  of  Greece,  or  by  the 
schoolmen,  or  by  any  of  the  great  leaders  of  philo- 
sophic thought,  from  Descartes  to  Kant.  He  never 
announces  as  a  new  discovery  what  may  be  read  in 
every  Manual  of  the  History  of  Philosophy.  He 
never  indulges  in  the  excited  language  of  the  raw 
recruit  with  whom  every  little  skirmish  is  to  rank 
as  one  of  the  great  battles  of  thought.  History  is 
to  him  a  long  experience,  which  makes  us  modest, 

T  2 
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tolerant,  and  averse  to  all  dogma  and  finality.  He 
knows  and  feels  that  the  roots  of  his  own  system  go 
back  to  Schopenhauer  and  Kant,  to  Leibniz,  Spinoza, 
and  Descartes,  and  it  is  with  a  full  consciousness  of 
what  he  owes  to  every  one  of  his  intellectual  ances- 
tors that  he  takes  his  own  position  on  the  high  road 
of  philosophic  thought.  On  the  tower  built  up  to 
a  certain  height  by  others  he  rears  his  own  story, 
and  he  invites  us  to  see  whether  it  does  not 
command  a  wider  and  clearer  view  than  the  loop- 
holes of  his  predecessors.  If  there  is  evolution  any- 
where, it  is  surely  in  philosophy,  and  a  philosophy 
without  antecedents  is  like  a  tree  without  roots. 
To  Noir6  the  historical  leaders  in  metaphysical  specu- 
lation during  the  last  four  centuries  are  living  powers, 
ever  present  to  his  mind,  with  whom  he  parleys  and 
whom  he  honours  even  when  he  differs  from  them. 

Thus  when  he  has  to  define  the  point  from  which 
Descartes,  he  himsclf  starts  in  approaching  the  great 
questions  of  our  time,  and  more  particularly  the 
questions  of  the  origin  of  reason  and  language,  he 
appeals  to  Descartes,  the  founder  of  modern  meta- 
physics. What  separated  Descartes  fi:om  the  philo- 
sophy of  the  middle  ages  and  made  him  the  spring 
of  a  new  stream  of  thought,  was  his  starting  from 
the  subjective  side  of  thought,  and  assigning  to  cog- 
nition the  first  place  among  philosophical  problems. 
He  taught  us  first  to  ask  How  we  know,  before  we 
ask  What  we  know.  Every  system  of  philosophy, 
therefore,  which  plunges  into  the  mysteries  of  nature 
without  having  grappled  first  with  the  mysteries  of 
thought,  the  system  of  natural  evolution  not  ex- 
cepted, is  pre-Cartesian  and  mediaeval. 

But  Descartes,  through  breaking  the  fetters   of 
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manv  of  the  traditional  ideas  of  the  schoohnen, 
remained  under  the  sway  of  others.  He  remained 
a  Doalist,  never  doubting  the  independent  existence 
of  two  separate  worlds,  the  world  of  thought  and 
the  world  of  matter.  The  world  of  thought  was 
given  him  in  his  Cogito,  but  the  world  of  matter 
was  a  world  by  itself,  totally  diflFerent  and  ap- 
parently beyond  the  reach  of  the  Cogito.  Mind 
with  Descartes  was  a  substance  possessed  of  the 
property  of  thinking,  using  that  word  in  its  widest 
sense,  so  as  to  comprehend  perceiving,  willing,  im- 
agining. Matter  was  a  substance  possessed  of  the 
property  of  extension,  extension  comprehending  the 
qualities  of  divisibility,  form,  and  even  motion. 
What  could  these  two  substances  have  in  common  ? 
Having  put  them  asunder,  how  was  he  to  join  them 
again  ?  And,  even  if  he  had  simply  accepted  them 
as  joined,  how  was  he  to  ascertain  whether  the 
knowledge  which  the  mind  possessed  of  matter  was 
correct  or  not  ? 

Descartes'  solution  soimds  strange  to  our  ears,  yet 
it  can  be  translated  into  modem  philosophic  thought. 
He  starts  with  the  conception  of  God  which  he  takes 
as  impressed  on  his  mind,  and  as  his  conception  of 
God  involves  the  conception  of  the  most  perfect 
Being,  Descartes  considers  that  every  possibility  of 
error  or  phenomenal  delusion  in  the  world  which 
God  has  created  is  ipso  facto  removed.  This  step, 
which  changed  the  uncompromising  subjective  scep- 
ticism with  which  Descartes  begins  his  philosophy 
into  an  equally  uncompromising  dogmatism,  was 
influenced  no  doubt  by  the  theological  atmosphere 
of  his  time.  But  we  must  guard  against  suspecting 
5n  it   a   concession   to  the  prejudices  of  his  con- 
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temporaries,  or,  as  many  have  done,  a  compromise 
with  his  own  convictions.  Every  man,  even  the 
freest  thinker,  is  a  slave  to  the  language  in  which 
he  has  been  brought  up.  He  may  break  through 
some  of  its  trammels,  never  through  all,  and  to  as- 
cribe dishonesty  to  Descartes,  because  he  based  his 
faith  in  the  truthfulness  of  our  faculties  on  his  faith 
in  God  as  a  perfect  Being,  is  as  unfair  as  to  blame 
Bacon  for  his  fanciful  interpretations  of  Greek  myths. 
If  we  tried  to  translate  the  argument  of  Descartes 
into  the  phraseology  of  modem  philosophy,  we  might 
do  it  in  the  words  used  by  Dr.  Martineau  on  the 
truthful  character  of  our  cognitions.  *  Faith  in  the 
veracity  of  our  faculties,'  he  writes,  '  if  it  means 
anything,  requires  us  to  believe  that  things  are  as 
they  appear,  that  is,  appear  to  the  mind  in  the  last 
and  highest  resort ;  and  to  deal  with  the  fact  that 
they  only  appear,  as  if  it  constituted  an  eternal  exile 
from  their  reality,  is  to  attribute  lunacy  to  universal 
reason.  "  Trust  in  God  as  a  perfect  Being/'  and 
"an  unwillingness  to  attribute  lunacy  to  universal 
reason,"  sound  very  different,  but  their  intention  is 
the  same.* 

Noire,  though  starting  from  the  Cogito  of  Des- 
cartes as  what  is  certain  above  everything  else, 
deviates  from  him  when  he  proceeds  to  cut  the 
subject  and  object  of  knowledge  asunder,  and  still 
more  when  he  attempts  to  heal  that  wound  by 
means  of  his  Concursus  divinus,  which  served  as 
a  panacea  for  all  ailings  both  with  Descartes  and 
with  his  followers.  One  of  the  most  distinguished 
Cartesians,  Malebranche,  went  so  far  as  to  maintain 
that  when  our  soul  perceives,  it  is  not  influenced  by 
outward  objects,  but  by  God  only,  calling  forth  in 
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the  soul  the  sensations  which  we  ascribe  to  the 
action  of  the  material  world;  nay,  he  maintained 
that  even  when  our  soul  wills,  it  does  not  act 
on  the  body,  but  God  intervenes  to  produce  the 
desired  effect.  This  was  a  kind  of  Berkeleyism  long 
before  Berkeley. 

At  this  point  Noir^  becomes  to  a  certain  extent 
Spinozistic.  The  very  fact  that  the  gulf  Spino». 
between  two  heterogeneous  substances  such  as  mind 
and  matter  cannot  be  bridged  over,  led  Spinoza  to 
suppose  that  there  was  no  such  gulf,  that  there  were 
not  two  substances,  but  one  only,  of  which  mind  or 
matter,  or  rather  thought  and  extension,  were  the 
inherent  attributes.  Body  and  soul  being  now  re- 
garded as  the  same  substance  under  two  aspects,  the 
problem  of  body  acting  on  soul  or  soul  on  body 
vanished.  Individual  souls  and  bodies  were  con- 
sidered as  modes  or  modifications,  whatever  that  may 
mean,  of  the  one  eternal  substance,  and  every  event 
in  them  as  at  the  same  time  material  and  spiritual. 

For  a  part  and  a  very  important  part  of  his  journey 
Noir6  goes  hand  in  hand  with  Spinoza,  and  he  carries 
away  with  him  this  permanent  truth,  that  spirit  can 
never  be  the  product  of  matter  (materialism),  nor 
matter  the  product  of  spirit  (spiritualism),  but  that 
the  two  are  inseparable,  like  two  sides  of  one  and 
the  same  substance. 

Noire,  however,  parts  company  with  Spinoza  on 
the  very  question  on  which  Leibniz  di-  Leibniz. 
verged  from  the  great  monistic  thinker,  namely,  how 
all  existing  things,  material  or  spiritual,  could  be  ex- 
plained as  so-called  modes  of  one  eternal  substance. 
What  are  these  modes  1  whence  did  they  arise? 
what  would  the  eternal  substances  be  without  these 
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modes  ?  Such  questions  led  Leibniz  to  postulate  not 
one  substance,  like  Spinoza,  but  an  infinite  number 
of  individual  Monads.  Each  Monad  was  supposed  to 
be  a  universe  in  itself,  and  each  endowed  with  the 
two  attributes  of  thought  and  force.  The  two  im- 
portant steps  which  Leibniz  made  in  advance  of 
Spinoza  were,  according  to  Noir^,  the  recognitiou  of 
the  individual  as  ultimate,  independent,  and  not 
derivative,  and  the  recognition  of  force  instead  of 
mere  extension. 

The  escape  from  the  ^Ev  koI  ttSlv  is  not  so  easy, 
however,  to  those  who  have  once  been  under  its 
spell,  as  Leibniz  would  have  us  believe.  Nor  did 
Leibniz  himself  by  any  means  shake  off  the  almost 
irrepressible  longing  of  the  human  mind  after  the 
One,  as  the  source  of  the  Many.  At  first  sight  his 
monads  seem  to  form  a  real  republic  of  small  inde- 
pendent divinities,  but  not  only  is  there  for  all  of 
them  a  *  pre-established  harmony,*  but  in  the  end  his 
monads  are  represented  as  created  by  one  Monad, 
which  itself  is  not  created ;  that  is  to  say,  his  Monads 
cease  to  be  true  Monads.  There  is,  as  he  says, 
*une  unit^  primitive  ou  substance  simple 
originaire  dont  toutes  les  monades  crepes  ou 
derivatives  sont  des  fulgurations  continu- 
elles,  de  moment  en  moment  V  Are  these  ful- 
gurations avery  real  advance  on  Spinoza's  modes,  and 
is  it  possible  to  speak  of  Monads,  and  then  to  repre- 
sent them  as  created,  that  is  as  dependent  and  deriva- 
tive ?     Let  us  hear  what  Noir^  says  on  this  point. 

*  Spinoza's    doctrine,'    he    writes  ^,    '  received    its 


^  Monadologie,  par.  47. 

'  EinleituDg  und  Begriindung  einer  moDistischen  ErkeDntniss- 
theorie,  p.  126. 
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necessary  complement  through  Leibniz.  That  the 
Infinite  alone  exists  and  can  be  conceived  by  itself 
only,  that  all  single  phenomena  are  throughout  de- 
pendent on  the  Eternal  and  the  Infinite,  that  the 
true  attributes  of  substances,  viz.  extension  and 
thought,  cannot  be  given  us  by  experience  but  must 
be  conceived  immediately,  that  our  imaginations 
misleads  us  when  it  attempts  to  coimt  and  measure 
where,  according  to  their  nature^  counting  and 
measuring  are  impossible — ^all  these  were  precious 
truths  which,  difficult  to  understand,  could  ripen 
and  bear  fruit  at  a  much  later  time  only.' 

*  The  principle  of  individuality,  however,  remained 
entirely  neglected  in  the  philosophy  of  Spinoza. 
Individual  beings  are  notliing  but  modifications, 
affections  of  the  One-and-AU,  the  eternal  and  infinite 
God- World.  But  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Nature 
is  entirely  founded  on  individuality,  and  higher 
knowledge  as  well  as  higher  reality  arises  only 
through  the  combination  of  forces  which  were  origin- 
ally distinct.  "Spinoza  aurait  raison,  s'il  n'y 
avait  pas  de  monades."  In  these  words  the 
opposition  of  the  philosophy  of  Leibniz  to  that  of 
Spinoza  is  clearly  pronounced.' 

What  Noird  carries  away  from  Leibniz  are  the 
Monads,  or,  as  he  prefers  to  call  them,  the  Mona, 
leaving  the  Pre-established  Harmony  in  the  same 
philosophical  lumber-room  with  the  Concursus  di- 
vinus,  and  pronouncing  no  opinion  on  the  necessity 
of  admitting  beyond  all  individual  monads  one  su- 
preme or  creative  Monad,  formerly  called  God. 

It  is  cinious  to  observe  this  use  of  the  name  of 
God  in  the  philosophical  language  of  Des-  The  Name  of 
cartes,  Malebranche,  Spinoza  and  his  con-        ^^' 
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temporaries.  When  one  knows  what  was  the  meaning 
of  God,  whether  as  applied  to  Jupiter  or  to  Jehovah 
or  to  the  Father,  the  different  meanings  assigned  to 
that  word  by  mediaeval  and  modern  philosophers  are 
sometimes  rather  startling.  Descartes,  when  defining 
substance  as  that  which  requires  for  its  existence  the 
existence  of  nothing  else,  cannot  help  identifying  that 
substance  with  God. 

Again,  when  speaking  of  the  two  created  sulv 
stances,  mind  and  matter,  he  represents  them  both 
as  requiring  for  their  existence  nothing  but  God. 

When  the  next  question  arose,  which  occupied  the 
thoughts  of  his  immediate  successors,  Malebranche 
and  Geulinx,  namely,  how  mind  can  be  brought  in 
contact  with  matter,  or  know  anything  of  matter, 
God  is  again  called  in.  He,  on  the  occasion  of  every 
physical  process,  is  supposed  to  call  up  a  corre- 
sponding idea  in  the  mind,  and  then  again,  on  the 
occasion  of  every  act  of  will,  to  cause  a  corresponding 
movement  of  the  body. 

This  so-called  occasionalism  was  not  philosophy, 
but  simply  the  admission  of  a  miracle.  It  therefore 
led  to  a  natural  reaction  in  the  philosophy  of  Spinoza, 
who  denies  the  possibihty  of  two  substances,  and 
admits  one  substance  onlv,  with  its  two  attributes 
of  thought  and  extension.  Now  that  substance  which 
is  infinite,  is  again  identified  with  God. 

With  Leibniz  God  assumes  the  character  of  a 
Monad  of  which  all  other  monads  are  continual  fulgu- 
rations,  something  very  different,  it  would  seem,  from 
the  Lord  God  of  Moses,  and  from  God,  the  Father, 
of  the  New  Testament.  Still  every  philosopher  has, 
no  doubt,  the  right  of  defining  what  he  means  by 
God,  and  it  is  surprising  that  a  man  of  Schopenhauer  s 
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philosophical  experience  should  not  have  seen  this. 
He  always  argues  as  if  he  knew  exactly  what  was 
meant  by  that  word,  though  he  never  tells  us ;  but 
when  other  philosophers  speak  either  of  the  Universe 
or  of  Providence  as  God,  he  takes  them  severely  to 
tusk  for  predicating  of  God  what  cannot  be  predicated 
of  his  God.  It  would  be  different  if  Schopenhauer 
had  simply  stated  that  what  Moses  meant  by  Jehovah, 
or  Homer  by  Zeus,  was  something  very  different  from 
what  Spinoza,  for  instance,  called  Deus.  In  that  case 
Spinoza  would  probably  have  replied  that  he  was 
quite  aware  of  that,  but  that  he  was  only  declaring 
what  Moses  or  Homer  had  been  worshipping  igno- 
rantly.  What  they  called  by  the  name  of  Jehovah, 
Zeus,  or  God  was  to  them  the  solution  of  the  same 
riddle  which  he  tried  to  solve.  They  were  all  using 
keys,  more  or  less  perfect ;  only  every  one  thought 
that  his  key  fitted  better  than  any  other  key.  Moses 
would  probably  have  said  to  the  prophets,  that  their 
Jehovah  was  not  his.  We  know  how  loudly  the 
Greeks  declared  that  the  Zeus  of  Socrates  was  not 
their  Zeus.  Still  the  intention  was  one  and  the 
same.  And  if  they  retained  the  old  name,  what 
was  it  more  than  what  Dante  did  when  he  said 
(Purg.  vi.  1 1 8), — 

*  O  sommo  Giove,  che  fosti  in  terra  per  noi  crocifisso '  ? 

But  let  US  return  to  Noird.  Having  settled  his 
accounts  with  Leibniz,  he  has  next  to  pass  Locke. 
through  the  ordeal  of  Locke  s  philosophy,  and  to 
defend  his  Mona  from  becoming  mere  tabula  rasa, 
or  as  we,  in  these  days  of  photography,  should  say, 
sensitive  plates.  In  Locke's  philosophy  there  remained 
nothing  but  the  perceiving  subject  as  tabula  rasa 


284  SIXTH   CHAPTEB. 

on  one  side,  and  on  the  other  the  objective  world 
throwing  its  picture  on  the  blank  surface  of  the  soul. 
Nothing  was  in  the  intellect  except  what  had  come 
into  it  through  the  senses,  and  if  Leibniz  rejoined, 
No,  nothing  but  the  intellect  itself,  the  next  question 
clearly  was,  What  then  is  the  Intellect  ? 

The  answer  was  given  from  two  opposite  quarters, 
condiiiac  and  by  the    philosophcrs    of  France  and   of 

Kant.  Germany.  Penser  c'est  sentire  was 
the  answer  of  Condiiiac,  La  Mettrie,  and  Diderot. 
Kant 8  answer  was  the  *Critik  der  reinen  Ver- 
nunft,'  in  which  he  gave  what  is  the  only  possible 
definition  of  the  intellect,  namely,  the  defining  and 
fixing  of  its  true  limits.  What  these  limits  are 
according  to  Kant,  is  by  this  time  well  known  to 
all  serious  students  of  philosophy.  Man  can  possess 
a  knowledge  of  phenomena  only;  what  lies  beyond 
the  phenomenal  world  is  beyond  bis  perception  and 
conception.  His  own  sensuous  perception  is  deter- 
mined by  space  and  time,  his  mental  conception  by 
the  categories.  These  forms  of  perception  and  con- 
ception are,  according  to  Kant,  neither  innate  nor 
cognate,  but  inherent,  inevitable,  irremovable.  They 
cannot  be  thought  away.  They  are  that  without 
which  thought  could  not  be  conceived  as  possible 
in  man.  They  cannot  therefore  be  the  result  ol 
thought,  but  must  be  antecedent  to  all  thought. 
They  are  the  laws  of  sense,  the  laws  of  thought,  the 
Sine  qua  non  of  all  intellectual  activity. 

Within  this  charmed  circle  described  by  Kant  the 
human  intellect  is  safe ;  outside  it,  it  becomes  em- 
brangled in  antinomies  or  inevitable  contradictions. 
According  to  Kant  we  have  on  one  side  man,  im- 
prisoned within  the  walls  of  his  senses  and  with  no 
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more  freedom  of  movement  than  the  categories  or 
the  chains  of  his  intellect  will  allow  him ;  on  the 
other  side  we  have  a  world  of  which  we  know  nothing 
except  that  it  is,  and  that  by  its  passing  shadows 
it  disturbs  the  repose  of  our  prison . 

As  for  the  prisoner,  nothing  that  later  philosophers 
have  added  has  materially  altered  his  position. 
Space  and  Time  have  remained  what  Kant  was  the 
first  to  prove  them  to  be,  necessary  forms  of  our 
sensuous  intuition.  The  number  of  the  categories 
has  been  criticised ;  Schopenhauer,  in  particular, 
tried  to  prove  that  we  need  not  admit  more  than 
one,  the  category  of  causality,  as  the  one  primary 
form  of  all  human  thought.  But  whether  as  primary 
or  secondary  forms  of  thought,  they  still  remain  as 
Kant  established  them,  whether  as  the  chains  or  as 
the  wings  of  the  human  mind. 

So  much  about  the  subject  or  the  Monon.    What 

now    about     the     objects    or     the    Mona?    Schopenhauer. 

According  to  Kant  we  can  know  nothing  of  them 
as  they  are  by  themselves,  for  the  simple  reason 
that  to  know  does  not  mean  to  know  things  as  they 
are  by  themselves  (Ding  an  sich),  but  as  they  are 
to  us.  Dissatisfied  with  this  conclusion,  later  philo- 
sophers, such  as  Fichte,  Schelling  and  Hegel,  have 
tried  hard  to  establish  the  possibility  of  absolute 
knowledge,  but  after  years  of  hopes  and  illusions,  the 
philosophical  world  seems  now  to  have  returned  again 
to  the  more  humble  but  impregnable  position  which 
Kant  occupied.  The  only  real  progress  beyond  Kant 
is  that  made  by  Schopenhauer,  and  accepted  by  Noir^. 
According  to  Schopenhauer,  our  only  knowledge  of 
anything  existing  outside  us  is  derived  from  our  know- 
ledge of  the  existence  of  our  Self,  and  that  involves 
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not  only  being,  but  conscious  being,  resisting,  or,  as 
he  prefers  to  call  it,  willing.  If  therefore  we  say  that 
the  Non-Ego  or  the  Ding  an  sich  exists,  we  say  at 
the  same  time  that  it  exists  as  something  willing, 
resisting,  and,  if  not  actually,  at  least  potentially,  con- 
scious. We  know  no  other  kind  of  being,  and  there- 
fore cannot  predicate  any  other.  As  we  are  to  others 
so  others  must  be  to  us ;  the  Non-Ego  like  the  Ego, 
the  Ego  like  the  Non-Ego.  This  is  Schopenhauer's 
position  which  Kant  might  well  have  accepted  without 
any  further  change  in  the  structure  of  his  system, 
which  Noir^  accepts,  and  which,  with  certain  modi- 
fications, I  myself  accept  all  the  more  willingly, 
because,  as  we  shall  see,  it  was  borrowed  by 
Schopenhauer  from  the  philosophy  of  the  Veda. 

After  Noir^,  in  following  the  development  of 
The  Monon  P^^^osophic  thought  through  the  last  four 
and  its  two  centurics,  has  thus  arrived  at  his  Mona, 
attributea.     j^^  ^^  j^^^^^  ^^j^^  ^^^at  is  matter?  and. 

What  is  intellect?  but,  What  is  essential  in  order 
to  explain  the  whole  of  the  subjective  and  objective 
evolution  of  the  world  ?  Like  Descartes,  like  Spinoza, 
like  Leibniz,  he  requires  two  attributes  only,  but  he 
defines  them  differently  from  his  predecessor,  namely, 
as  motion  and  sensation.  Out  of  these  materials 
he  builds  up  his  universe,  or  rather,  taking  the 
universe  as  he  finds  it,  he  traces  it  back  through 
a  long  course  of  evolution  to  these  simple  beginnings. 
As  Goethe  said,  *  No  spirit  without  matter,  no  matter 
without  spirit,'  Noird  says,  *No  sensation  without 
motion,  no  motion  without  sensation.* 

According  to  these  two  attributes,  philosophy  has 
to  deal  with  two  streams  of  evolution,  the  subjective 
and  the  objective.     Neither  of  them  can  be  said  to 
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be  prior.  On  the  one  hand  it  may  be  said  that 
motion  precedes  sensation,  because  it  is  motion  that 
causes  vibration,  and  vibration  of  a  conscious  monon 
is  sensation.  I  see,  I  hear,  I  feeL  I  taste,  I  smell,  all 
these,  translated  into  the  highest  and  most  general 
language,  mean  I  am  set  in  motion,  I  vibrate.  But, 
on  the  other  hand,  motion  can  only  be  said  to 
exist  really,  where  there  is  sensation  of  it.  It  pre- 
supposes sensation,  for  it  means  something  which 
is  nothing  except  in  relation  to  something  else,  and 
that  something  else  capable  of  perceiving.  The  two 
streams  of  evolution  run  parallel,  or,  more  correctly, 
the  two  are  one  stream,  looked  at  from  two  opposite 
shores. 

Taking  the  subjective  aspect  first,  Noir^  shows 
how  sensation  begins  in  its  lowest  form,  sabjecUve 
as  a  mere  disturbance  or  irritation.  But  EToiotion. 
every  quarrel  requires  two  people,  and  thus  even  this 
irritation  presupposes  something  that  reacts  against 
something  else,  some  force  which  is  conservatrix 
sui.  It  is  that  power  of  reacting  against  foreign 
disturbance  and  not  being  simply  pushed  aside  by 
it  or  annihilated,  that  constitutes  the  beginning  of 
all  sensation.  Sensation  arises  in  fact  from  motion 
and  conscious  reaction. 

If  we  define  every  kind  of  sensation  as  conscious 
reaction  or  vibration,  we  are  enabled  by  the  dis- 
coveries of  physical  science  to  determine  the  different 
kinds  of  sensation  by  the  number  of  vibrations  acting 
within  a  given  time  on  certain  specially  receptive 
organs.  Let  the  line  A  B  represent  the  ^  part 
of  a  second,  let  each  straight  line  (  |  )  represent 
4,000,000,000  vibrations,  and  each  curved  line  (^) 
one  vibration.     Then,  disturbed  and   set  to  vibrate 
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in  unison  with  these  vibrations,  the  eye  within  this 
iJ^  part  of  a  second  would  see  red,  the  skin  would 
perceive  about  31**  of  heat  (Centigrade),  and  the  ear 
would  hear  the  tone  of  e' 


///// 


While  one  Monon  thus  maintains  itself  against 
the  inroads  of  another,  or  in  reality  of  an  infinite 
number  of  Mona,  it  vibrates.  It  asserts  itself  by 
vibration,  i.  e.  by  a  constant  and  regularly  repeated 
attempt  to  maintain  itself  against  foreign  inroads. 
Vibration  in  the  highest  sense  is  a  struggle  for 
existence,  a  struggle  between  being  and  not-being. 
While  one  Monon  has  for  one  moment  to  yield,  and 
as  it  were  to  surrender  some  of  the  space  which 
belonged  to  itself,  it  recognises  in  the  very  act  of 
yielding  the  existence  of  something  else,  able  to  dis- 
turb, but  unable  to  annihilate  ;  so  that  when  we  say 
of  something  that  it  exists,  what  we  really  mean  is 
that  it  resists,  and  that  for  a  moment  it  is  where  we 
were  before,  while  our  own  existence  is  proved  by 
our  recovering  the  ground  which  for  a  moment  we 
had  lost. 

And  here  begins  the  first  glimmering  of  what 
is  called  the  category  of  causality,  better  perhaps 
the  category  of  objectivity.  It  is  true  that  a  vibra- 
tion by  itself  tells  nothing  of  an  object,  but  we 
are  so  constituted  that  we  must  look  upon  every 
vibration,  not  simply  as  a  status,  but  as  caused  by 


"  Cf.  Noir6,  Gmndlegang,  p.  50. 
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something ;  and  by  fixing  that  something  outside 
ourselves  we  translate  disturbances,  irritations,  or 
vibrations  into  the  perception  of  a  cause  or  of  an 
object.  This  shows  that  no  perception  can  be  entirely 
passive,  as  many  philosophers  supposed,  to  whom 
perceiving  was  simply  suffering  or  being  passive. 
Thus  Malebranche  said :  *  In  the  same  manner  as  the 
faculty  of  receiving  different  figures  and  configura- 
tions in  the  body  is  entirely  passive,  and  involves  no 
action  whatever,  the  faculty  also  of  receiving  different 
ideas  and  different  modifications  in  the  mind  is  en- 
tirely passive,  and  involves  no  action  whatever.  I 
call  this  faculty,  or  this  capacity  which  the  mind 
possesses  of  receiving  all  those  things,  the  under- 
standing (rentendement).'  We  hold,  on  the  con- 
trary, that  every  impression  is  received  and  perceived 
by  our  resistance,  and  every  resistance  is  naturally 
active,  and,  on  the  part  of  a  self-conscious  Monon, 
self-conscious.  We  suffer,  no  doubt,  in  seeing  and 
hearing,  but  we  suffer  because  we  are  able  to  resist. 

With  this  sensuous,  but  not  entirely  sensuous,  per- 
ception begins,  according  to  Noir^  that  subjective 
evolution  of  thought,  from  thq  lowest  to  the  highest 
point,  which  forms  the  chief  part  of  Ins  philosophy. 

We  need  not  dwell  here  on  his  views  on  objective 
evolution,  though  they  contain  many  sug-  objective 
gestions  which  the  followers  of  Darwin  Evolution. 
would  find  extremely  useful.  Schopenhauer,  as  is  well 
known,  expressed  a  strong  aversion  to  the  theory  of 
evolution  when  in  Germany  it  tried  to  pose  as  real 
philosophy.  *  Wh  at  has  philosophy  to  do  with  b  e  c  o  m  - 
ing?'  he  wrote ;  'it  ought  to  try  to  understand  being.' 
Noird,  however,  is  a  thorough  Darwinian  in  prin- 
ciple, though   in   detail  he  follows   Kobert   Mayer 
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rather  than  Charles  Darwin.     He  looks  upon  the 

struggle    for  life,  the   old   iroXefio^  nrarhp  'n-avroDV^  the 

bellum  omnium  contra  omnes,  on  the  survival  of 
the  fittest,  on  natural  selection,  influence  of  environ- 
ment, as  important,  but  only  concomitant  agencies, 
while  he  places  the  true  source  of  evolution  in  what 
he,  with  Schopenhauer,  calls  the  Will,  i.  e.  the  sul>- 
jective  form  of  what,  when  it  appears  objectively,  'we 
call  Force.  He  holds  with  Mayer,  and  with  Kant, 
that  there  is  but  one  force  of  Nature  under  difierent 
forms,  itself  eternal  and  unchangeable,  and  he  recog- 
nises in  whatever  we  perceive,  that  is,  in  all  that  we 
know  of  nature,  whether  in  the  form  of  light,  heat, 
sound,  or  anything  else,  nothing  but  variations  of 
motion.  That  motion  may  be  changed,  but  it  can 
never  be  lost.  Everything  in  nature,  even  organic 
life,  is  looked  upon  as  a  purely  mechanical  process, 
though  it  is  fully  admitted  that  Science  has  not  yet 
mastered  the  most  diifficult  of  all  problems,  the  ex- 
planation of  life  as  a  mechanical  process. 

But  while  we  may  leave  Noir6's  views  on  objective 
evolution,  which  he  expoimds  under  the  title  of 
Kinetics,  to  be  examined  by  the  students  of  phy- 
sical science,  we  have  now  to  see  how  he  treats  the 
problem  of  subjective  evolution  to  which  he  assigns 
the  title  of  Aesthetics. 

For  the  study  of  Kinetics  the  field  is  immense; 

Material  for  it  is  the  wholc  realm  of  nature,  from  the 

the  study  of    g^g^  niotiou  of  an  atom  to  the  revolutions 

evolution,  or   of  thc  solar  systcm,  from  the  formation 

Aesthetics,     q^  ^Jjq  fi^st  ccll  to  the  birth  of  a  human 

being.     Here  everybody  who  has  eyes  to  see  may 

see    and   work.      Experience    and    experiment    are 

the  two  tools,  nature  the  never-failing  material,  for 
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those  who  want  to  work  out  the  prohlem  of  evolution 
in  the  objective  world. 

But  where  is  the  material  for  the  study  of 
Aesthetics?  Where  are  the  documents  in  which 
to  study  the  growth  or  history  of  the  sentient  sub- 
ject ?  Must  we  be  satisfied  either  with  introspection, 
the  most  uncertain  of  all  vivisectory  experiments,  in 
which  he  who  dissects  is  at  the  same  time  he  who  is 
being  dissected  ?  Or  can  we  hope  to  find  all  we  want 
in  that  short  period  of  growth  which  we  call  the  his- 
tory of  the  world,  comprising  no  more  than  a  few 
thousand  years,  filled  with  names  of  kings  and  battles 
rather  than  with  an  account  of  the  silent  growth  of 
the  mind  ?  No  wonder  that  men  accustomed  to  deal 
with  &cts  and  to  base  their  theories  upon  them, 
should  turn  away  with  dismay  from  mental  science 
in  which  facts  are  so  scanty,  and  almost  every  fact 
can  be  disputed,  and  that  a  study  of  subjective  evolu- 
tion should  seem  to  become  more  and  more  hopeless 
the  greater  the  achievements  in  the  study  of  objective 
evolution. 

And  yet  while  philosophers  complained  about  the 
scarcity  or  total  absence  of  trustworthy  , 
materials,  there  were  old  archives  brimful     Sabjective 
of  them,  if  people  would  only  see  them,      Nature. 
open  them,  and  read  them.     We  often  wonder  how 
people  could  have  been  so  blind  as  not  to  see  that  the 
history  of  the  earth  was  to  be  read  in  every  bit  of  coal, 
and  in  every  flake  of  flint ;  and  yet  aU  mental  philo- 
sophy has  hitherto  been  struck  with  the  same  blind- 
ness.    Noir^  is  in  feet  the  first  philosopher  by  profes- 
sion who  has  perceived  what  students  of  the  Science 
of  Language,  more  particularly  Geiger,  had  pointed 
out  again  and  again,  that  the  oldest  archives  of  the 

u  2 
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history  of  the  mind  are  contained  in  language,  that 
language  is  the  embodiment  of  mind,  and  that  in  the 
innumerable  languages  of  the  human  race  the  stu- 
dents of  mental  science  may  find  materials  as  rich  and 
as  real  as  any  that  nature  supplies  to  the  student  of 
physical  science.  Nor  have  we  only  the  surface  of 
the  Uving  languages  of  the  day  in  which  to  study  the 
last  results  of  that  unbroken  growth  which  begins 
with  the  first  conscious  sensation.  We  possess  in 
the  so-called  dead  languages  petrifactions  of  former 
stages  of  that  growth,  and  we  can  discover  by  a  care- 
ful analysis  the  very  cells  of  thought  in  the  roots 
shared  in  common  by  the  great  families  of  speech. 
The  true  history  of  the  human  mind  is  the  history  of 
language ;  the  true  philosophy  of  the  human  mind,  true 
because  resting  on  facts,  is  the  philosophy  of  language. 
It  is  surprising  that  neither  Descartes  nor  Spinoza 
should  have  bad  any  suspicion  of  this,  and  should 
never  have  tried  to  reason  out  the  true  relation  be- 
tween language  and  thought.  We  might  have  ex- 
pected that  Descartes  would  have  treated  words  as 
material  sounds,  as  mechanical  productions  running 
parallel  with  the  ideas  of  the  mind,  neither  provoking 
ideas  nor  provoked  by  them,  but  fulfilling  their  pur- 
pose simply  by  a  kind  of  concursus  divinus.  But 
instead  of  that,  he  simply  repeats  the  views  then 
current,  '  that  if  we  learn  a  language,  we  join  the 
letters  or  the  pronunciation  of  certain  words,  which 
are  material,  with  their  meanings,  which  are  thought ; 
so  that  whenever  we  hear  the  same  words  againi^e 
conceive  the  same  things,  and  when  we  conceive  the 
same  things  the  same  words  recur  to  our  memory  ^.' 

'  Epist.  i.  35:   'Sic  qunm  linguam  aliquam  addiscimas,  litems 


ON  THE  ORIGIN  OP  CONCEPTS  AND  ROOTS.    293 

Neither  does  Spinoza  return  a  more  satisfactory 

answer  as  to  the  mental  relation  between  language 

and  thought,  and  we  look  in  vain  for  any  passage  in 

vrhich  he  might  have  attempted  to  bring  the  facts  of 

language  into  harmony  with  his  general  system  of 

philosophy.  He  distinguishes  in  one  place  very  clearly 

between  ideas  or  concepts  on  one  side  and  images  or 

percepts  and  words  on  the  other.    But  it  is  again 

the  old  story.     Words  are  there  to  signify  things  ^, 

but  how  they  came  to  be  there  and  to  perform  the 

office  of  signifying  things  is  never  even  asked.     In 

another  place,  words  and  images  are  said  to  consist 

in  corporeal  movements  which  have  nothing  to  do 

with  the  concept  of  thought.     Once  Spinoza  asks 

himself  the  question  how,  on  hearing  the  sound  of 

pomum,  a  Boman  thought  of  what  had  no  similarity 

whatever  with  that  sound,  viz.  an  apple;  and  the 

answer  is,   by  the   concatenation  of   ideas.     *The 

body,'  he  says,  *  has  frequently  been  affected  at  one 

and  the  same  time  by  the  sound  of  pomum  and 

by  the  sight  of  an  apple,  and  hence,  on  perceiving 

the  sound  of  pomum,  it  recalls  its  frequent  or 

constant   concomitant,  the    apple  ^.      The    question 

whence  that  sound  of  pomum  originally  came,  and 

whence  its  first  concomitancy  with  an  apple,  is  never 

asked  by  Spinoza,  though  it  would  seem  to  be  the 


sive  quarundam  yocum,  quae  materiales  sunt,  pronunciationem  con- 
jungimuB  cum  earum  significationibus,  quae  sunt  cogitationes,  ita 
ut  auditis  iterum  eisdem  vocibus  easdem  res  concipiamus,  atque 
eisdem  rebus  conceptis,  eaedem  voces  in  memoriam  recurrant/ 

^  Etbica,  ii.  prop,  xviii,  scbol. :  '  Verba  quibus  res  significamus/ 
Ibid. '  Yerborum  namque  et  imaginum  essentia  a  solis  motibus  cor- 
poris constituta,  qui  cogitationis  conceptum  minime  inyolvunt.' 

'  Etbica,  ii.  prop,  xviii. 
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most  natural  of  all  questions.  One  remark  only 
shows  that  his  thoughts  must  have  dwelt  on  the 
difficulties  of  language.  In  one  passage  he  compares 
words  with  footprints,  and  remarks  that  when  a 
soldier  sees  the  footprints  of  a  horse,  he  thinks  of 
cavalry  and  war,  while  the  peasant  who  sees  the 
same  marks  is  carried  away  in  his  thoughts  to  the 
plough  and  the  field.  This  shows  an  advance  beyond 
the  then  current  views  of  the  purely  conventional 
character  of  language,  and  some  apprehension  of  the 
fact  that  words  imply  far  more  than  they  express. 

Noir6  does  full  justice  to  Leibniz,  not  because  that 
philosopher  seemed  to  him  to  have  solved  the  pro- 
blem of  the  relation  between  language  and  thought, 
but  because  he  was  the  first  to  point  out  that,  as  in 
eveiy  other  part  of  nature,  so  in  language,  it  was  the 
inductive  method  alone  that  could  lead  to  any  valu- 
able results.  Before  attempting  to  find  out  how 
language  arose,  Leibniz  knew  that  we  ought  first  of 
all  to  collect,  classify;  analyse,  sift,  and  label  all  that 
there  is  of  language.  This  conviction  led  him  to 
collect  living  dialects,  to  bring  to  light  the  earliest 
documents  of  his  own  language,  to  encourage  Em- 
perors as  well  as  Missionaries  to  help  in  the  com- 
pilation of  dictionaries  and  grammars  of  hitherto 
unknown  languages  ^  It  was  in  this  way  that 
Leibniz  may  indeed  be  considered  as  the  founder  of 
the  Science  of  Language,  as  an  inductive  science.  It 
was  in  this  way  also  that  he  was  led  to  conceive  the 
possibility  of  a  more  perfect,  or  so-called  universal, 
philosophical  language.  But  the  question  whether 
thought  was  possible  without  language,  or  language 

^  See  before,  p.  43,  and  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language, 
vol.  i.  p.  158. 
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without    thought,   never   struck   him   as   the   vitiil 
question  of  all  philosophy. 

At  the  same  time,  when  Leibniz  was  laying  the 
foundations  of  Comparative  Philology,  Locke  threw 
out  his  very  pregnant  remarks  on  the  true  nature  of 
language,  remarks  which  were  little  heeded  at  the 
time,  but  which  have  of  late  received  the  fullest  con- 
firmation from  the  Science  of  Language  ^  In  his 
great,  though  very  unequal  work,  *0n  the  Human 
Understanding,*  he  pointed  out  that  words  were 
never  the  signs  of  things,  but  that  in  their  origin 
they  were  always  the  signs  of  concepts ;  that  lan- 
guage begins  in  fact  where  abstraction  begins,  and 
that  the  reason  why  animals  have  no  language  is  that 
they  do  not  possess  the  power  of  abstraction  -.  I  call 
this  observation  of  Locke's  most  important,  because 
we  see  in  it  anticipated  what  has  now  been  fully 
confirmed,  namely,  that  every  word  in  every  language 
which  has  ever  been  carefully  analysed,  is  derived  from 
a  root,  and  that  every  root  expresses  a  concept.  To 
my  mind  the  coincidence  of  Locke  s  observation  with 
the  discoveries  of  Comparative  Philology  was  like  a 
new  revelation.  Locke's  work,  in  spite  of  all  its  im- 
perfections, is,  as  Lange  in  his  *  History  of  Materialism ' 
rightly  perceived,  a  '  Critique  of  Language,'  and  to- 
gether with  Kant's '  Critique  of  Eeason  '  it  forms  the 
true  starting-point  of  modern  philosophy. 

We  now  return  to  Noir^'s  attempt  to  answer  the 
two  questions,  How  concepts   arose   and    ^^^^^  ^y^. 
how  they  were  embodied  in  sound,  which     vious  view 
he  had  shown  to  be  in  reality  one  question   "     '^s"*^®- 
only,  namely,  What  is  the  origin  of  roots  ? 

*  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  i.  p.  405. 

*  See  before,  p.  80. 
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But  before  we  enter  on  a  consideration  of  Noire  s 
Darwin's      ^°^  view  on  the  origin  of  language,  it  is 
theory  of     but  fair  to  state  that  he  was  formerly  a 
^^^'     strong  supporter   of  what  is   known   as 
Darwin's  theory  of  the  origin  of  language,  a  theory 
which  he  had  worked  out  for  himself  long  before  the 
appearance  of  Darwin's  '  Descent  of  Man/    '  The  first 
human   sound,'    he   wrote   in   his  Welt   als    Ent- 
wickelung  der  Geistes,  1874,  p.  255,  *  which  de- 
serves the  name  of  word  cannot  have  differed  from 
the  warning  calls  of  animals  except  by  a  higher  de- 
gree of  luminousness  in  the  images  which  excited 
and  followed  these  calls.     Thev  excited  the  idea  of 
approaching   danger   among  fellow-men I  as- 
sume that  men  were  held  together  by  the  ties  of 
social  life  in  herds  or  tribes  even  before  the  beginijing^ 
of  language.     War  was  the  natural  state,  war  against 
animals  of  another  species  and  against  neighbours  of 
the  same  species.     It  is  not  unlikely  that  a  peculiar 
sound  or  watchword  united  the  meral^ers  of  a  single 
tribe  (a  kind  of  phonetic  totem),  so  that  they  could 
collect  by  it  those  who  were  scattered  abroad  and  had 
lost  their  way,  or  encourage  each  other  while  engaged 
in  fight  with  other  tribes.     Let  us  suppose  that  but 
once  one  member  of  a  tribe  warned  the  other  members 
by  imitating  the  watchword  of  an  hostile  tribe  when 
he  saw  the  enemy  approaching,  and  we  have  in  reality 
the  origin  of  the  first  human  word,  capable  of  doing 
what  words  have  to  do,  viz.  to  excite,  as  they  were 
intended  to  do,  an  idea  in  the  mind  of  cognate  and 
homogeneous  creatures.*     *  I  found  afterwards,'  Pro- 
fessor Noir^  continues,  *  that  Darwin  in  his  "  Descent 
of  Man  "  had  started  an  hypothesis  almost  identical 
with  my  own.     After  declaring  that  he  could  not 
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doubt  that  language  owed  its  origin  to  the  imitation 
or  modification,  aided  by  signs  and  gestures,  of 
various  natural  sounds,  the  voices  of  other  animals 
and  man's  own  instinctive  cries,  he  savs  * :  **  As  mon- 
keys  certainly  understand  much  that  is  said  to  them 
by  man,  and  as  in  a  state  of  nature  they  utter  cries  of 
danger  to  their  fellows,  it  does  not  appear  altogether 
incredible  that  some  unusually  wise  ape-like  animal 
should  have  thought  of  imitating  the  growl  of  a 
beast  of  prey,  so  as  to  indicate  to  his  fellow  monkeys 
the  nature  of  the  expected  danger ;  but  this  would 
have  been  a  step  in  the  formation  of  language." 

*The  diflFerence  between  my  own  hypothesis  and 
that  of  Darwin/  Noire  continues,  '  consisted  only  in 
this,  that  I  after  all  saw  in  the  contents  of  the 
first  sound  of  language  something  more  natural, 
more  familiar,  more  human,  viz.  the  hostile  neigh- 
bours, while  Darwin  made  the  wild  animal  the  first 
object  of  common  cognition.' 

A  conscientious  study,  however,  of  language  in 
its  various  manifestations,  and  a  critical  survey  of 
the  results  already  obtained  by  the  students  of  the 
Science  of  Language,  led  Noire  to  reconsider  his 
previously  expressed  opinions,  and,  honest  as  he 
always  has  proved  himself  to  be,  to  reject  them 
openly  when  he  had  found  them  to  be  untenable. 

'With  a  little  reflection,*  he  writes,  *it  can  be 
seen  that  such  an  attempt  is  utterly  impossible, 
for  the  objects  of  fear  and  trembling  and  dismay 
are  even  now  the  least  appropriate  to  enter  into 
the  pure,  clear,  and  tranquil  sphere  of  speech- 
thought  (X0709),  or  to  supply  the  first  germs  of  it. 

*  Descent  of  Man,  vol.  i.  p.  57. 
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The  same  objection  applies  of  course  to  my  own 
theory.'  .  .  •  . 

'And  as  I  recognise  the  insufficiency  of  my  own 
Did  Darwin  hypothcsis/  he  contiuucs, '  it  was  impossible 
retract  his     that  the  whole  philosophical  significance 

^^'^'  of  the  problem,  and  the  crying  dispro- 
portion between  it  and  his  own  slightly  uttered 
guesses,  could  long  remain  a  secret  to  the  serious 
and  profound  mind  of  Darwin.  He  too  in  a  clear 
and  considerate  confession  has  admitted  the  in- 
adequacy of  his  former  views,  and  I  can  do  no 
better  than  quote  his  last  words  which  dispose 
of  our  common  phantasmagoria  once  and  for  ever  : 
"But  the  whole  subject  of  the  differences  of  the 
sounds  produced  under  different  states  of  the  mind 
is  so  obscure  that  I  have  succeeded  in  throwing 
hardly  any  light  on  it;  and  the  remarks  which  I 
have  made  have  but  little  significance  \"  ' 

We  cannot  sufficiently  honour  the  noble  spirit 
that  dictated  these  words,  particularly  if  we  compare 
it  with  the  manner  of  other  philosophers  who  seem 
to  consider  the  suggestion  that  they  could  ever  grow 
wiser  as  the  greatest  insult.  Love  of  truth  is  better 
than  even  the  full  possession  of  truth, — and  Darwin 
knew  it. 

In  diverging  from  his  own  as  well  as  from 
Darwin's  view  of  the  origin  of  language,  Noir^  at 

*  Darwin,  Expression  of  the  Emotions,  p.  93.  I  did  not  see 
formerly  in  these  words  of  Darwin*s  so  complete  a  I'etractation  of 
liis  own  philosopliy  of  language  as  Professor  Noir6  imagined, 
because  Darwin  never  expressed  his  disapproval  of  some  of  his 
followers  continuing  to  defend  it.  I  am  willing  to  admit,  however, 
that  a  philosopher  cannot  be  made  responsible  for  all  that  his 
followers  say  and  do,  and  I  know  that  no  one  yielded  more  readily 
to  argument  than  Darwin. 
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the  same  time  parted  company  with  Geiger,  whose 
though tfal  works,  *0n  the  Origin  of  Human  Lan- 
$raage  and  Season/  iSoS,  and  *0n  the  Origin  of 
Liangoage/  1S69,  had  fonnerly  exercised  a  powerful 
influence  on  his  own  philosophical  opinions.  Geiger 
too,  like  Xoir6  and  Darwio,  thought  that  he  could 
discover  the  first  heginnings  of  language  in  in- 
voluntary interjectional  sounds;  nay,  though  he 
himself  so  clearly  recognised  the  impossibility  of 
separating  reason  and  language,  he  nevertheless 
maintained,  as  I  pointed  out  before,  that  '  L^inguage 
has  created  Reason,  and  that  before  there  was 
language,  man  was  without  reason/  It  is  difficult 
to  understand  this  statement,  and  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  it  was  meant  only  as  a  j^rotest  against 
the  received  opinion  that  language  is  the  handiwork 
of  reason,  and  that,  like  many  other  protests,  it  was 
expressed  in  rather  too  strong  language.  If  he 
had  said  that  with  every  new  word  there  is  more 
reason  or  that  every  progress  of  reason  is  marked 
by  a  new  word,  he  would  have  been  right,  for 
the  growth  of  reason  and  language  may  be  said 
to  be  coral-like,  nay,  even  more  simultaneous  than 
the  growth  of  corals.  Each  shell  is  the  product 
of  life,  and  becomes  in  turn  the  support  of  new 
life.  In  the  same  manner  each  word  is  the  work 
of  reason,  but  becomes  in  turn  a  new  link  in  the 
growth  of  reason.  Eeason  and  language,  even  if 
Ave  must  distinguish  between  them  for  our  own 
purposes,  are  always  held  together  in  mutual  de- 
pendence. By  reason  we  count  and  name  two  as 
one.  Having  done  that,  we  keep  the  bundle  in 
our  mind  or  memory  both  as  a  concept  and  as  a 
name,  and  we  go  on  making  new  bundles,  till  our 
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mind  becomes  richer  and  richer,  like  a  dictionary, 
our  reason  stronger  and  stronger  by  exercise,  like 
a  muscle.  But  it  cannot  be  repeated  too  often 
that  reason  by  itself  and  language  by  itself  are 
non-entities.  They  are  two  sides  of  one  and  the 
same  act  which  cannot  be  torn  asunder,  an  act 
which  the  Greeks  alone  called  by  its  right  name. 
Logos. 

In  his  last  works,  *  On  the  Origin  of  Language,' 

Noir^s       ^877,  *0n  the  Origin  of  Keason,'  1882, 

explanation    and  *  Logos,'  1 885,  Noir^  begins  his  argu- 

sim^tii^eouB   ^ent  by  pointing  out  a  well-known  fact, 

origin  of  roots  that    whenevcr    our    senses    are    excited 

and  conoeptB.  j  ii_jj.  i  !•! 

^  and  our  muscles  hard  at  work,  we  teel 
a  kind  of  relief  in  uttering  sounds  ^  He  remarks 
that  particularly  when  people  work  together,  when 
peasants  dig  or  thresh,  when  sailors  row,  when 
w^omen  spin,  when  soldiers  march,  they  are  inclined 
to  accompany  their  occupations  with  certain  more 
or  less  rhythmical  utterances.  These  utterances, 
noises,  shouts,  hummings,  or  songs  are  a  kind  of 
natural  reaction  against  the  inward  disturbance 
caused  by  muscular  effort.  They  are  almost  in- 
voluntary vibrations  of  the  voice,  corresponding  to 
the  more  or  less  regular  movements  of  our  whole 
bodily  frame.  They  are  a  relief  rather  than  an 
effort,  a  moderation  or  modulation  of  the  quickened 
breath  in  its  escape  through  the  mouth.  They  may 
end  in  dance,  song,  and  poetry. 

These  sounds  Professor  Noird  thinks,  and  seems 
to  me  to  think  rightly,  possess  two  great  advantages. 


*  This  point  has  been  well  illustrated  by  Darwin  in  his  Expres- 
sion of  the  Emotions,  chap.  iy. 


ox   THE   ORIGIN   OP   CONCEPTS   AND   ROOTS.  301 

Firstly,  there  are  signs  of  repeated  acts,  acts  per- 
formed by  ourselves,  perceived  therefore  and  known 
by  ourselves,  and  continuing  in  our  memory  as  signs 
of  such  acts.  Now 'what  is  the  sign  of  a  repeated 
act  but  the  true  realisation  of  what  we  call  a  root 
embodying  a  concept,  comprehending  the  many  acts 
as  one  1  These  signs  are  not  signs  of  objects  per- 
ceived by  our  senses,  for  though  each  blow  of  an 
axe  may  be  seen  by  the  eye  and  heard  by  the  ear> 
the  willed  act  of  striking  with  the  purpose  of  felling 
a  tree  is  never  perceived  by  eye  or  ear.  They  are 
not  the  signs  of  things,  but  the  signs  of  our  own 
consciousness  of  repeated  or  continued  acts. 

Secondly,  these  sounds  being  uttered  from  the 
beginning,  not  by  one  solitary  individual  only,  but 
by  men  associated  in  a  common  work  and  united  by 
a  common  purpose,  possess  the  great  advantage  of 
being  understood  by  all. 

As  soon  as  I  became  acquainted  with  these  views 
of  Noir^'s  I  saw  how  natural  a  solution  they  offered 
of  a  problem  which  I  had  long  tried  to  solve  in  a 
similar  but  not  exactly  in  the  same  manner,  and  I 
could  not  help  saying  to  him  ^vptjKa^.  Like  most 
true  solutions,  his  theory  of  the  origin  of  roots 
seemed  to  be  in  harmony  with  everything  else.  It 
was  known,  for  instance,  that  the  primitive  or 
primary  roots  of  the  Aryan  family  of  speech  expressed 
mostly  acts,  and  not  states,  and  that  most  of  these 
acts  were  such  as  we  might  suppose  to  have  been 
familiar  to  the  inhabitants  of  cave-dwellings  or 
lacustrian  huts,  such  as  digging,  cutting,  rubbing, 
pulling^,  striking,  platting,  weaving,  sowing,  rowing. 


*  See  Chap.  v.  p.  219. 
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marching,  etc.  Noir^'s  theory  would  not  only  ex- 
plain, but  would  actually  postulate  these  facts.  It 
would  postulate  roots  expressive  of  actions,  of  common 
or  social  actions,  and  lastly  of  creative  actions,  that 
is  to  say  of  actions  producing  in  a  tangible  shape 
the  result  which  had  been  intended.  With  such  a 
root  and  concept  as  to  dig,  for  instance,  it  was 
possible  to  name,  that  is,  to  know  a  cave,  not  as 
something  dark  or  hollow  that  came  accidentally 
within  the  ken  of  our  senses,  but  as  something  which 
men  had  made  with  their  own  hands  and  with  a 
definite  purpose,  as  something  which  was  what  it 
was  meant  and  made  and  known  to  be,  as  an  object 
of  our  intellect  far  more  than  of  our  senses. 

Again,  the  old  question  why  animals  should  have 
no  language,  though  it  had  received  many  answers 
already,  received  a  new  and  unexpected  answer  from 
Noird*s  theory.  No  one  would  ascribe  to  animals 
creative  actions,  actions  performed  with  a  purpose, 
and,  we  must  add,  with  a  free  choice,  and  hence 
animals  could  not  have  had  signs  accompanying  and 
afterward  signifying  such  actions. 

But  though  I  felt  from  the  first  that  there  was 

Obections to   ^^  element  of  truth  in  Noir^'s  theory,  I 

Noii^'s  theory  was  by  no  mcaus  prepared  to  accept  it  at 

examine  .     ^^^^  ^^  ^  solutiou  of  the  whole  problem. 

I  felt  quite  as  strongly  as  others  the  objections  that 
might  be  raised,  but  it  was  in  testing  these  objections 
that  1  discovered  more  and  more  the  real  strength 
of  Noird  8  position. 

I  asked  myself,  if  the  elements  of  language  were 
Names  of     nothing  but  roots  expressive  of  acts,  how 
colours.      it  would  be  possible  to  express,  for  in- 
stance, what  we  see  and  hear  and  taste.    How,  I  said, 
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are  colours  to  be  expressed,  such  as  black,  white, 
blue,  yellow,  etc.     They  are  not  acts  in  any  sense 
of  the  word  that  could  be  compared  with  our  own 
acts.    Whatever  view  we  take  of  sensation,  we  seem 
passive  in  receiving  the  sensations  of  colour,  and  the 
coloured  objects  seem  passive  as  perceived  by  us. 
Xoire's  theory,  however,  comes  triumphant  out  of 
this  dilemma ^     The  name  of  colour  in  Sanskrit  is 
var/ia,  clearly  derived  from  YJR,  to  cover.     Colour 
therefore  was  conceived  originally  as  the  result  of  the 
act  of  covering  or  smearing  or  painting,  and  not  till 
the  art  of  painting,  in  its  most  primitive  form,  was 
discovered  and  named,  could  there  have  been  a  name 
for  colour.     Thus  Lat.  color  is  supposed  to  be  con- 
nected with  oc-culere,  x/^£m«,  colour,   with   xpoJ?, 
skin,  etc.  -^     Another  root  for  painting  and  smearing 
is  AnG.     From  it  we  have  not  only  Lat.  unguere, 
to  besmear,  to  anoint,  unguentum,  ointment,  but 
Sk.  ak-tu,  ointment,  tinge,  dark  tinge  and  night, 
and  likewise  light  tinge  or  ray  of  light,  Gr.  ok-tU. 
Here  we  have  the  first  instance  of  the  uncertainty 
in  the  meaning  of  the  names  of  colour  which  per- 
vades all  languages,  and  can  be  terminated  at  last  by 
scientific  definition  only. 

It  is  well  known  that  the  distinction  of  colours  is 
of  late  date  ^,  that  Xenophanes  knew  of  three  colours 
of  the  rainbow  only  (iropipvpeov,  purple,  (poivUeovy  red, 
and  x^wpo^  yellow),  that  even  Aristotle  spoke  of  the 
tricoloured  rainbow  {(potviKfjy  red,  ^avSiJ,  yellow,  and 
nrpacrlvfiy  green),  and  that  Demokritos  knew  of  no 
more  than  four  colours,  black,  white,  red,  and  yellow. 


1  Noir^,  Logos,  p.  260.  '  Curtius,  Grttndzuge,  p.  114. 

'  M.  M.,  Hibbert  Lectures,  p.  41. 
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Black  and  blue  are  often  mixed  up  together,  so 
are  black  and  brown,  nay,  even  the  green  grass  and 
the  blue  heaven  are  often  described  as  of  the  same 
hue  in  the  Indian  tongues  ^  Nor  need  we  wonder, 
if  we  consider  the  etymological  meaning  of  these 
names.  In  Old  Norse  bldr,  blA,  blatt,  which  now 
means  blue,  meant  originally  the  livid  colour  of  a 
bruise.  Grimm  traces  this,  and  Old  High  German 
pl&o,  Med.-Lat.  blavus,  Fr.  bleu,  back  to  Gothic 
bliggvan,  to  strike,  and  he  quotes  as  an  analogous 
case  the  Lat.  caesius,  bluish  grey,  from  caedere, 
to  cut. 

Black  seems  to  be  connected  with  the  root 
BHKA(?,  which  means  to  shine,  and  from  the  same 
source  bleak,  A.  S.  blic,  blaec,  0.  N.  bleikr, 
O.  H.  G.  pleih  have  been  derived  with  more  or 
less  certainty. 

From  the  root  G11M\  which  means  to  heat,  to 
melt,  to  drip,  to  burn,  to  shine,  we  have  many  words 
for  heat,  oven,  warmth,  brightness,  and  a  whole 
cluster  of  names  of  bright  colours,  such  as  hari, 
harit,  harita,  hariwa,  all  varjring  between  yellow, 
green,  and  red,  and  even  white.  With  these  words 
Lat.  helus,  helvus,  Greek  yXoopog^  and  our  own 
green  and  yellow  may  be  connected,  though  the 
exact  process  of  derivation  is  doubtful  ^.  Possibly  to 
grow  meant  originally  to  be  green,  like  vireo,  to  be 
green,  to  be  fresh,  to  flourish. 

This  shows  how  words  the  most  imlikely  to  be 


*  Powell,  Mythology  of  North  American  Indians,  p.  23,  Report 
of  Bureau  of  Ethnology,  1881. 

*  Fick,  Worterbuch,  p.  69. 

*  See  Grimm,  Deutsche  Grammatik,  ii.  42,  632-633,  989;  1\ 
466;  P.  895. 
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derived  from  roots  expressive  of  subjective  acts  can 
nevertheless  be  proved  to  confirm  rather  than  to 
weaken  Noir^'s  theory. 

Likewise,  that  outward  sounds  which  we  perceive 
should  be  conceived  as  uttered  by  agents     xmh*  of 
like  ourselves  is  perfectly  intelligible.     A       wunds. 
hissing,  gnashing,  crunching  noise  would  naturally  be 
assimilated  to  the  noises  which  are  produced  by  man 
himself  or  by  the  instruments  which  he  employs. 

And  with  regard  to  tastes,  too,  we  see  the  same 
mental  process.  Sharp  is  cutting,  bitter  Names  of 
is  biting,  hot  is  burning,  mild  is  rubbed  *"^«^ 
down  and  smoothed,  sour  may  have  meant  originally 
scratching,  sweet,  good-smelling \  In  all  these  cases 
our  sensations  were  clearly  conceived  as  produced  by 
agents  without  us.  Gall  by  being  called  bitter  was 
really  conceived  at  first  as  a  biter,  under  the  influence 
of  what  we  shall  have  to  treat  hereafter  as  Funda- 
mental Metaphor. 

Noir^  has  likewise  met  the  objection  that  many 
activities  of  sense  and  mind  are  not  really  activities, 
by  showing  that  anyhow  they  were   conceived   as 

^  Sweet  seems  to  be  one  of  the  oldest  compounds  preserved  by 
the  Aryan  language,  provided  it  consists  of  su,  well,  and  the  root 
AD,  to  taste  and  to  smell.  "Whether  this  root  is  connected  with 
AD,  to  eat,  is  doubtful.  We  find  svadd  in  Sanskrit,  rfdvs  in  Greek, 
Rua(d)Tis  in  Latin,  suts  in  Gothic  (Curtius,  Grundziige,  p.  229; 
Hiibschmann,  Vocalsystem,  p.  59).  AD,  following  the  o  class, 
appears  in  od-ftrj,  smell,  o^o),  and  in  Lat.  odor,  while,  following 
the  a  class,  it  gave  svadu,  good-smelling  or  good-tasting,  for  smell 
and  taste  were  long  conceived  as  one  sensation.  'Aydaycj,  too  {<Eada)y 
would  have  meant  originally  to  smell  sweet,  to  be  pleasant,  govern- 
ing the  dative;  afterwards  to  please,  governing  the  accusative. 
'Hdofuu  meant  I  am  in  a  state  of  pleasure;  ijberai,  he  delights = 
svadate.  The  Sanskrit  sud,  to  taste,  and  sud,  to  impel,  to  entice, 
have  been  traced  back  to  the  same  root,  though  the  latter  doubtfully. 

X 
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activities  by  the  early  framers  of  language.  To  see 
may  in  many  respects  be  a  passive  state,  yet  when 
it  was  expressed  by  vid  in  video,  and  if  this  vid 
is  the  same  as  vid  in  di-videre,  then  to  see  was 
conceived  as  an  act,  as  the  act  of  distinguishing. 
So  if  Iksh,  to  see,  comes  from  a^,  to  attain,  it  would 
have  meant  originally  striving  to  reach,  just  as 
intendere  becomes  in  French  entendre,  to  hear. 

It  has  sometimes  been  hinted  that  Noird's  theory 

Boots  ex-  ^^  *^^  origin  of  roots  was  no  more  than 
pressive  of  a  rcvival  of  the  interjectional  or  the  Bow- 
wow theory.  If  by  this  were  meant  no 
more  than  that  Noird  has  given  the  only  right 
interpretation  of  the  interjectional  theory,  the  remark 
would  be  both  true  and  ingenious.  But  as  the 
two  theories  now  stand,  they  are  not  compatible  with 
each  other.  Ac<;ording  to  the  interjectional  theory, 
a  momentary  cry  of  pain  or  joy  became  a  root 
expressive  of  different  kinds  of  internal  emotions. 
According  to  Noire's  theory,  the  sounds  associated 
with  the  repeated  social  acts  of  man  become  roots 
when  expressing  the  consciousness  of  these  acts. 

So  far  from  Noire's  theory  including  the  in- 
terjectional theory,  it  seems  to  be  on  the  contrary 
deficient  on  this  very  point,  in  so  far  as  it  fails  to 
account  for  that  limited  number  of  roots,  if  roots 
they  can  be  called,  which  owe  their  origin  to  mere 
imitation  or  repetition  of  sounds. 

It  is  well  known  how  strongly  I  have  always^ 
opposed  any  attempt  at  deriving  words  from  mere 
sounds,  whether  mimetic  or  interjectional.  That 
was  partly  in  the  interest  of  accurate  scholarship, 
partly  for  the  sake  of  accurate  reasoning,  and  I  do 
not  think  we  shall  hear  again  of  such  derivations  as 
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pudet  me,  repudio  and  refuto  from  fi!  German 
pfui!  But  nothing  that  I  have  said  excludes  the 
possibility  that  a  limited  class  of  words,  particularly 
in  modem  languages,  which  are  meant  to  express 
sound  by  sound,  may  have  been  developed  directly 
from  imitations  of  singular  sounds,  whether  uttered 
by  animals  or  by  man.  I  do  not  say  that  such  an 
admission  is  absolutely  necessary,  but  I  cannot  bring 
myself  to  say  that  it  is  wrong  on  principle.  Boots 
meaning  to  shout,  to  sing,  to  call,  etc.  form  clearly 
a  class  by  themselves,  and  they  are  more  numerous, 
because  less  generalised,  than  any  other  class  of  roots. 

It  is  quite  true  that  in  most  cases  roots  expres- 
sive of  sound  can  claim  the  same  origin  as  all  the 
rest,  and  we  certainly  see  that  there  was  no  diffi- 
culty whatever  in  forming  the  verbs  clam  are, 
ejaculare,  sonare  or  tonare,  etc.  without  having 
recourse  to  the  imitation  of  actual  sounds.  Still 
I  am  quite  willing  to  admit  that  roots  expressing 
sounds  stand  by  themselves.  Were  it  a  question  of 
expressing  oiu:  own  act  of  singing,  why  should  it  not 
be  expressed  by  an  imitation  of  the  very  sounds 
which  we  utter  in  singing?  And  when  the  mere 
sounds  of  other  creatures  or  the  mere  sounds  of 
nature,  such  as  are  heard  in  storm  or  thunder,  had  to 
be  expressed,  why  should  it  not  have  been  done  by 
an  imitation  of  the  sounds  which  we  actually  hear '( 
I  do  not  say  that  this  was  necessary,  because  we 
know  that  in  many  cases  it  was  not  so.  But  I 
cannot  bring  myself  to  say,  even  at  the  risk  of 
being  misinterpreted,  that  it  was  not  possible. 

Nay,  I  go   even   a  step  further.     If  a  phonetic 
sign  was   required,  not   for   the  singing      phonetic 
of  one   bird  only,  but   of  a  number  of  Compromise. 

X    2 
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birds,  or  of  all  birds,  some  kind  of  phonetic  com- 
promise  may  well  have  taken  place.  In  that  case 
the  special  note  of  any  single  bird  would  have  had 
to  be  avoided  as  misleading,  and  only  by  dropping 
what  is  distinctive  of  any  special  bird  would  it 
have  become  possible  to  arrive  in  the  end  at  some 
root  expressive  of  singing  in  general.  This  de- 
specialising  process  has  been  traced  in  other  spheres 
of  language.  So  long,  for  instance,  as  people  talk 
of  sheep  as  sheep,  and  of  cows  as  cows,  it  has  been 
said  that  they  may  well  indicate,  though  not  name, 
the  former  by  baa,  the  latter  by  moo.  But  when 
a  want  was  felt  of  speaking  of  a  whole  flock,  neither 
baa  nor  moo  would  then  have  answered  the  purpose. 
If  the  flock  consisted  of  sheep  and  cows  only,  some 
such  combination  as  baa-moo  (like  suovetaurilia 
and  solitaurilia)  might  have  answered.  But  when 
more  animals  were  included,  their  special  sounds  were 
exactly  those  that  had  to  be  most  carefully  avoided, 
and  some  compromise  would  have  had  to  be  made  to 
express  the  general  concept  of  flock.  Though  I 
have  often  given  my  reasons  why  neither  baa  nor 
moo  deserve  the  name  of  language,  it  is  not  im- 
possible that  by  mere  juxtaposition  of  two  such 
sounds  as  baa  and  moo  an  approach  towards  some 
kind  of  concept  might  have  been  made.  If  there  is, 
for  instance,  a  sign  for  father  and  another  for  mother, 
then  a  mere  combination  of  the  two  would  give 
us  the  concept  of  parents.  Thus  in  Chinese,  father 
is  fd,  mother  mil,  but  f  li-mti  means  parents.  Again, 
a  biped  with  feathers  in  Chinese  is  'kin,  a  quad- 
ruped with  hair  is  sheu,  animals  in  general  are 
called  'kin-sheu.  Light,  is  'king,  heavy,  <5iing, 
'king-iSiing  is  use    to  express  the  concept  of  weight. 
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In  the  Aryan  languages  we  have  nothing  exactly 
like  this,  but  we  have  analogous  formations  in 
m4t&-pitarau9  sometimes  even  pitarau,  lit.  the  two 
&ther8,  i.e.  the  parents,  or  dy&v&-prithivi,  heaven 
and  earth,  sometimes  djkvk  (day  and  night)  ^ 
This  process  of  combining  single  signs  cannot, 
however,  be  carried  on  ad  infinitum.  We  may 
call  our  parents  'father-mother/  but  we  could  not 
possibly  go  on  and  form  a  name  for  family  on  the 
same  principle. 

Without  therefore  committing  myself  to  this 
theory  of  Despecialisation,  as  applied  to  the  origin 
of  certain  roots  expressive  of  sounds,  I  am  willing 
to  admit  that  it  is  conceivable,  if  restricted  to  this 
one  class  of  roots  which  are  meant  to  express  sound 
by  sound.  Nor  would  this  one  exception  invali- 
date the  general  principle  that  all  real  roots  were 
originally  conceptual,  and  their  sounds  derived  from 
the  sounds  which  we  utter  in  performing  certain  acts. 

An  instance  may  perhaps  make  it  clearer  what 
is  meant  by  this  process  of  despecialisation.  Though 
I  confess  that  in  the  eyes  of  a  scholar  it  must  seem 
fanciful,  yet  we  know  that  the  ways  of  language 
are  often  fanciful,  and  as  a  purely  hypothetical 
instance  it  can  do  no  harm.  If  the  call  of  the 
cuckoo  was  simply  imitated,  it  would  probably  have 
sounded  like  our  own  cuckoo,  in  the  Greek  kokku. 
From  this  kokku  the  Greeks  formed  a  verb  kokkvS^civ^ 
as  from  oifioi  they  formed  olfidl^eiVf  olfianyri^  and  from 

aiai,    alal^eiv    and    aiayfia.       The    substantive    KOKKV^y 

cuciilus,  and  the  Sanskrit  kokila  may  also  be 
considered  as  being  based  on  a  direct  imitation  of 
the  cuckoo's  note. 

^  See  Noir^,  Logos,  p.  230. 
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But  besides  the  name  of  the  cuckoo,  that  of  the 
cock  too  seems  to  have  been  formed  in  much  the 
same  way.  We  find  in  Sanskrit  kukku^a^  cock, 
and  by  the  side  of  it,  kukubha,  as  the  name  of 
another  bird,  possibly  a  pheasant,  while  in  Greek 
we  have  KovKovcjya^,  as  the  name  of  the  hoopoe,  and 
in  Latin  cucubare,  to  cry  like  an  owl,  in  Lithu- 
anian kukauti,  to  cry  like  an  owl  or  like  a  cock. 
All  these  we  must  class  as  imitative  words,  imitative 
of  the  special  notes  of  certain  birds.  If  tlien  a 
necessity  arose  of  expressing,  not  those  notes  of 
special  birds,  of  the  cuckoo,  the  cock,  the  pheasant, 
the  hoopoe,  the  owl,  but  of  birds  in  general,  it  is 
clear  that  neither  kokkvI^civ  nor  cucubare  would 
have  suited,  not  even  the  Lithuanian  kukauti, 
though  this  seems  to  have  been  already  despecialised 
to  a  considerable  extent.  Those  who  believe  in  this 
peculiar  origin  of  roots  would  hold  that  by  dropping 
the  more  specific  imitative  elements,  a  sound  such 
as  ku  might  have  remained,  meaning  to  cry  or 
to  sing  in  general,  and  being  therefore,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  a  root,  KU. 

If,  after  this,  we  consult  the  list  of  roots  pre- 
served by  Sanskrit  grammarians,  we  find  there  three 
verbal  derivatives,  kauti,  kunS.ti,  and  kavate, 
all  meaning  to  shout  or  to  sing,  and  presupposing 
a  root  KU.  An  intensive  formation  k  ok  Ay  ate, 
KosKvwy  means  no  longer  to  shout  like  a  cuckoo,  but 
to  shout  in  general.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  no 
further  derivatives  of  a  root  KU  have  as  yet  been 
met  with  in  Sanskrit  literature,  but  in  the  Dh4- 
tup4<Aa  we  find  no  less  than  three  verbs,  ku  (slu), 
kuh  («a),  kun  (sap),  all  with  the  sense  of  making 
a  noise.     In  other  Aryan  languages,  too,  a  root  KU 
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has  been  admitted  by  Fick  and  others.  Whether  a 
word  like  kv^v,  dog,  should  be  derived  from  that  root, 
is  another  question.  It  might  no  doubt  have  been 
meant  for  the  noisy  or  barking  animal,  but  it  might 
also  have  been  derived  from  another  root.  If  kvwv  had 
been  derived  from  KU,  to  make  a  noise,  then  jcC-zxa, 
wave,  may  originally  have  been  intended,  not  for 
the  swelling  (SU),  but  for  the  roaring  waves.  Dogs 
and  waves  were  certainly  considered  as  closely 
related  by  the  early  poets.  Scylla  meant  originally 
a  dog,  as  we  see  from  (r/cuXXo-TrwVTiyy,  which  is  given 
as  au  explanation  of  Kav-SavX^i^f  (see  Curtius,  p.  150). 
2«c(JXa^,  too,  and  a-KUfxpo^  mean  a  barking  dog,  and 
in  Old  Slav,  we  have  skyCa,  skyCati,  to  bark,  and 
kucika,  dog.  Another  argument  in  favour  of  ad- 
mitting a  root  KU  has  been  drawn  from  the  existence 
of  several  parallel  roots,  such  as  KUNG,  to  rustle, 
KU(?,  to  groan,  to  hum,  KUZ,  KVN  and  KVAiV,  all 
meaning  to  make  some  kind  of  noise.  Even  KUD, 
from  which  kodayati  and  kundrayati  has  been 
supposed  to  belong  to  the  same  kith,  but  though  its 
reality  may  seem  confirmed  by  Greek  KvS-oifxog,  noise, 
KvSal^eiv,  to  abuse.  Old  Slav,  kuditi,  to  abuse,  M.H.G. 
hiuzen,  to  scold,  its  meaning  in  Sanskrit  is  to  lie. 

However,  I  mention  all  this  as  an  hypothesis  only, 
an  hypothesis  which  I  myself  should  not  wish  to 
defend,  but  which  if  kept  within  proper  limits,  I  can- 
not bring  myself  to  declare  as  utterly  imtenable. 

And  there  is  another  and  even  more   important 
concession  which,  I  believe,  we  may  safely     sympathic 
make   to  those  who   cling   to  the   inter-        ^^**- 
jectional  and  mimetic  theories.     The  sounds  which 
accompany  our  acts  may,  no  doubt,  be  called  inter- 
jectional,  but  while  as  interjections  they  would  be  no 
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more  than  involuntary  cries,  they  may  be  raised,  as 
has  been  shown,  to  the  character  of  roots,  i.  e.  signs 
or  concepts,  if  repeated  and  used  with  a  purpose, 
namely  with  the  purpose  of  reminding  ourselves  and 
others  with  us  of  acts  which  we  perform  together 
again  and  again,  and  which  therefore  we  know  and 
comprehend. 

It  has  been  argued,  therefore  that  other  sounds 
also  which  we  utter,  not  so  much  for  the  purpose 
of  imitation,  but  from  a  kind  of  sympathy  and 
because  we  cannot  help  it,  may  likewise  be  raised 
to  the  level  of  roots,  if  they  are  repeated  and  used 
to  remind  ourselves  and  others  of  the  sensations 
which  elicited  them  from  time  to  time.  If,  for 
instance,  we  see  a  stone  fall  or  hear  a  tree  struck 
by  lightning,  the  cries  which  escape  ourselves  and 
all  around  us  are  in  their  nature  hardly  different 
from  those  which  we  utter  under  the  strain  of  great 
muscular  efforts.  I  do  not  see  therefore  why  we 
should  resist  the  conclusion  that,  within  this  strictly 
limited  sphere,  such  sounds  may  have  followed  the 
same  course  as  other  sounds  on  which  we  chiefly  rely 
for  the  formation  of  our  roots. 

It  may  be  well  to  illustrate  this  tlieory  also  by 
an  example.  It  is  supposed  that  the  sounds  elicited 
by  the  swift  motion  or  the  sudden  falling  of  stones, 
trees,  leaves,  rain,  hail,  waterfalls  or  thunderbolts, 
some  simply  expressive  of  terror,  others  repeating 
by  a  kind  of  involuntary  sympathy  the  actual  noises 
produced  by  such  falls,  were  at  last  toned  down, 
despecialised,  or  generalised  in  a  sound  like  PAT. 
This  PAT,  reminding  speakers  and  hearers  of  what 
they  had  felt  in  common,  or  of  what  they  had  done 
in  common,   would  become   radical  quite   ais  much 
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as  the  sounds  accompaDying  the  acts  of  our  fellow- 
w^orkmen.  Having  been  divested  of  all  that  could 
remind  the  hearer  of  any  special  sound  of  rushing, 
smashing,  or  crashing  objects,  the  root  PAT  might 
well  become  the  sign  of  the  general  concept  of 
quick  or  violent  movement,  and  lend  itself  in  the 
different  Aryan  languages  to  the  most  varied  idio- 
matic applications. 

And  thus  we  find  indeed  that  in  Sanskrit  pat- at i 
expresses  the  quick  flight  of  birds,  whether  in  the 
sense  of  soaring  or  falling.  Pat-a-s  means  flight, 
pat-agas  and  pat-angas  bird,  but  also  a  grass- 
hopper. Pat-atram  means  a  wing  and  likewise 
pat-tram,  which  comes  to  be  used  afterwards  in 
the  sense  of  leaf  of  a  flower,  leaf  of  paper,  letter. 
Fat-&ka  is  a  flag.  P4t-as,  meaning  originally  fall- 
ing, is  used  in  the  sense  of  accident  or  what  befalls, 
but  also  in  the  sense  of  fall,  i.  e.  sin.  PS.t-akam 
means  sin,  and  possibly  one  of  the  Indian  names  of 
hell,  P4t-41a,  may  come  from  the  same  source. 
In  Greek,  too,  the  sense  of  flying  prevails,  as  we  see 
in  7rer-o/Ltai,  I  fly,  in  Trcriyvoy,  winged,  (vKuireTtj^,  quickly 
flying  or  running,  vor^,  flight,  m-epov  and  vrepu^^ 
feather,  wing,  and  also  in  TroraAtoV,  river.  The  sense 
of  fiilling  has  attached  itself  more  firmly  to  the 
reduplicated  form  nriTrra)  (for  ttittctw),  I  fall.  What 
befalls,  an  accident,  also  fate,  is  called  ttot/jlo^^  while 
mrSfci^,  fall,  came  to  be  applied,  first  in  a  philosophical, 
afterwards  in  a  grammatical  sense,  and  was  rendered 
in  Latin  by  c  a  s  u  s,  case. 

In  Latin  the  meaning  of  flying  is  preserved  in 
penna,  feather,  perhaps  in  praepes,  quickly  flying. 
Otherwise  peto  has  taken  the  sense  of  falling  on, 
assailing,  seeking,  demanding,  with  many  derivative 
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applications,  such   as   impetus,   onslaught,  appe- 
titus,  etc. 

A  number  of  English  words,  such  as  petition, 
petulance,  competition,  repetition,  pen,  pin- 
nacle, feather,  and  many  more,  can  all  be  traced 
back,  step  by  step,  and  letter  by  letter,  to  this  one 
root  PAT,  which  is  supposed  by  a  kind  of  natural 
selection  to  have  survived  out  of  a  large  number  of 
sympathic  sounds,  and  to  have  become  in  the  end 
a  phonetic  type  expressive  of  the  general  concept  of 
rapid  motion. 

All  this  is  no  doubt  again  hypothetical,  and  how 
could  it  be  otherwise  ?  But  I  do  not  see  that  we 
can  entirely  reject  a  theory  which  derives  certain 
roots,  expressive  of  the  movements  of  objects,  in  just 
the  same  manner  which  we  have  followed  ourselves 
in  explaining  the  formation  of  roots,  expressive  of 
our  own  subjective  movements.  In  one  of  my  lec- 
tures on  the  Science  of  Language  I  examined  in 
great  detail  the  immense  progeny  of  the  root  MJR, 
to  grind,  to  crush.  This  root  has  been  traced  back 
to  the  sound  which  men  utter  while  engaged  together 
in  the  act  of  grinding  or  crushing.  Now  even  in 
this  case  it  is  an  open  question  whether  these  sounds 
are  not  to  a  certain  extent  imitations  of  the  noises 
produced  by  our  own  acts,  rather  than  of  the  sounds 
which  we  utter  while  occupied  in  grinding.  At  all 
events  it  would  be  diflScult  to  say  what  exact  share 
should  be  assigned  to  one  or  the  other  source.  These 
imitations  or  sympathic  sounds  must  at  first  have 
been  very  numerous,  expressing  such  various  shades 
of  meaning  as  crashing,  crunching,  crushing,  thrash- 
ing, smashing,  cracking,  creaking,  rattling,  clattering, 
mawling,  marring,  etc.,  till  at  last,  after  dropping  all 
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that  seemed  too  special,  there  remained  the  smooth 
and  manageable  Aryan  root  Mifi,  with  the  general 
meaning  of  grinding  or  reducing  to  small  particles. 

It  should  be  clearly  understood,  however,  that  men 
who  while  grinding  or  platting  utter  the  Thetroe 
almost  involuntary  sounds  of  Mar-mar,  nativity  of 
or  Ve-ve,  are  not  yet  speaking,  as  little  as  ^*^^^' 
a  child  or  an  animal  which  screams  on  being  pinched 
can  be  said  to  be  conversing.  All  that  I  contend  for 
is  that  our  own  acts  are  the  first  and  the  only  direct 
objects  of  knowledge.  They  are  what  we  will  and 
what  we  know,  and  while  of  objects  we  can  know 
one  side  only,  we  know  all  that  there  is  to  be 
known  of  our  acts.  It  is  when  we  remind  ourselves 
or  others  of  these  acts  by  means  of  the  sounds 
which  used  to  accompany  them,  the  clamor  con- 
comitans,  that  we  make  our  first  step  towards  real 
language.  That  first  step  manifested  itself  most 
naturally  in  the  mood  which  we  call  the  Imperative, 
i  e.  the  reminder,  whether  addressed  to  ourselves 
or  to  others.  In  all  this  we  do  not  postulate 
anything  which  the  most  pedantic  psychologist  could 
wish  to  disallow.  We  do  not  suppose  that  the 
primitive  speakers,  on  wishing  to  convey  a  command, 
looked  about  to  find  a  sign,  which  sign  they  dis- 
covered in  the  sounds  uttered  involuntarily  by 
themselves  and  their  fellow-labourers  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  commonest  acts  of  their  daily  life. 
No,  there  was  nothing  premeditated  in  the  process 
which  changed  those  sounds  into  signs.  When  a 
man  wished  to  grind,  the  sound  Mar  returned 
naturally  to  his  lips,  and  when  he  wished  that 
others  should  help  him  in  grinding,  the  same  sound 
was  uttered,  only  in  a  voice  so  loud  that  it  should 
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reach  those  for  whom  it  was  intended.  It  was 
the  eflfect  produced  by  these  shouts  which  left  on 
the  mind  of  the  man  who  shouted  and  of  his 
clansmen  who  obeyed,  the  new  impression  that 
these  shouts  were  useful  signs,  i.  e.  a  means  of 
making  others  think  as  we  think,  know  as  we  know, 
will  as  we  will,  do  as  we  do.  This  is  the  true 
nativity  of  language,  a  very  humble  manger,  it 
may  seem,  and  yet  perhaps  the  most  momentous 
event  in  the  whole  history  of  mankind. 

The  difference  between  the  theory  which  ascribes 
The  growth  the  Origin  of  roots  to  sounds  uttered  by  men 
of  Roots,  while  engaged  in  common  acts,  and  the 
other  which  sees  in  some  at  least  of  these  sounds 
more  or  less  conscious  imitations  of  noises  produced 
by  these  acts  themselves,  is  really  not  so  great  as 
the  upholders  of  the  one  or  the  other  opinion  imagine. 
What  is  important  in  both  is  the  parallelism  between 
the  process  of  generalisation  of  single  sensations  and 
the  production  of  abstract  concepts  on  one  side, 
and  the  process  of  mutual  friction  and  smoothing 
down  of  the  sounds  accompanying  these  sensations, 
on  the  other.  This  double  process  might  either 
go  on  till  the  highest  generalisations  are  reached, 
or  it  might  be  stopped  at  certain  points,  so  that 
some  roots  retained  something  of  their  sharper  out- 
line  and  became  popular  on  that  very  account, 
while  others,  more  general  in  form  and  meaning, 
were  used  most  frequently,  till  their  real  origin  was 
completely  forgotten. 

In  this  struggle  between  generalisation  and  spe- 
cialisation many  roots  must  have  crossed  each  other, 
and  the  summum  genus  of  going,  moving,  doings 
being,    etc.    must  have    been    reached   from   many 
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different  starting-points.  This  would  explain  how 
even  daring  what  mav  be  called  the  Badical  Period 
small  communities,  after  a  veiy  short  separation, 
became  mutually  unintelligible.  We  could  thus 
perfectly  understand  the  natural  growth,  not  only, 
as  in  later  times,  of  different  dialects  of  languages 
sharing  the  same  capital  in  common,  but  likewise 
of  different  families  of  languages,  such  as  the  Aryan 
and  Semitic,  possessing  each  its  own  peculiar  roots, 
and  yet,  it  may  be,  proceeding  in  the  beginning 
from  a  common  centre.  I  say  we  should  be  able 
to  imderstand  it,  but  I  feel  bound  to  add,  if  we 
clearly  apprehend  the  process  of  the  generalisation 
and  specialisation  of  the  radical  elements  of  human 
speech,  we  should  likewise  understand  that,  from 
the  nature  of  the  case,  it  would  be  impossible  ever  to 
prove  it. 

Boots  which  occur  in  Pdnini's  Dh4tup4^Aa,  and 
-which  I  should  be  quite  willing  to  sur-  onomatopceic 
render  as  onomatopoeic,  are :  KAS,  to  ^^^ 
cough,  KUG,  to  hum,  KUATG,  to  rustle,  KRAKSH, 
to  crash,  KHARGf,  to  creak,  KSHU,  to  sneeze, 
KSHVID  and  KSHVID,  to  hum,  GJJ J^G,  to  hum, 
jnJMB,  to  kiss,  iiULUMP,  to  suck,  PRTJTH  and 
PROTH,  to  snort,  Ml,  to  bleat,  RAT,  to  howl, 
RA,  to  bark,  SHTfllV,  to  spue,  HIKK,  to  sob, 
HESH,  to  whinny,  HRESH,  to  neigh,  etc.  Some 
of  them  might,  no  doubt,  be  disputed,  but  not  one 
of  them  is  of  any  importance  as  helping  us  to 
account  for  real  words  in  Sanskrit.  Most  of  them 
have  had  no  offspring  at  all,  others  have  had  a  few 
descendants,  mostly  sterile.  Their  history  shows  us 
clearly,  how  far  the  influence  of  onomatopoeia  may 
go,  and  if  we  once  know  its  legitimate  sphere,  we 
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shall  be   less   likely  to  wish  to   extend  it   beyond 
its  proper  limits. 

Having  made  these  two  admissions,  not  so  much  on 

Further      aocount  of  their  practical  importance,  for 

Modification   they  conccm  the  most  insignificant  por- 

of  Roots,      ^j^^  ^£  language  only,  as  because  it  seems 

right,  whenever  there  is  an  opportunity,  to  yield 
frankly  and  openly  to  arguments  which  have  some 
reason  on  their  side,  we  have  now  to  consider  whether, 
with  Noir^'s  theory,  we  have  really  all  we  want  for 
understanding  the  nature  of  roots  and  the  growth  of 
language.  He  has  taught  us  to  recognise  in  the  con- 
scious and  creative  social  acts  of  men,  as  accompanied 
by  various  natural  sounds,  the  true  germs  of  concepts 
embodied  in  language.  We  have  learnt  how  that 
consciousness  of  repeated  self-willed  acts  becomes,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  what  we  mean  by  an  original 
concept,  and  how  the  phonetic  sign  inseparable  from 
it  is  what  we  mean  by  a  root-word.  Even  Hume 
could  not  maintain  that  the  consciousness  of  the 
continuously  repeated  act  of  digging  was  but  a 
singular  impression,  nor  could  Berkeley  object  that 
the  mind  had  no  idea  of  such  continued  acts.  And 
as  certain  sounds  naturally  accompany  every  one  of 
these  acts  and  serve  to  recall  it,  we  are  not  driven 
to  the  admission  that,  after  the  idea  or  the  concept 
was  formed,  its  phonetic  body  had  to  be  fetched  from 
elsewhere  to  give  it  security  and  shelter. 

But  though  roots  expressive  of  acts  are  no  doubt 
the  most  primitive,  the  most  numerous  and  im- 
portant elements  in  the  growth  of  human  language 
and  human  thought,  we  must  remember  that  in 
speaking  we  have  to  do  more  than  to  express 
our  acts   and  what  is   connected  with  them.     We 
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must  trv,  therefore,  to  understand  how  roots,  ex- 
pressive  originally  of  subjective  acts,  could  be  so 
modified  as  to  convey  both  transitive  and  in- 
transitive  acts  ;  how  these  intransitive  acts  might  be 
conceived  as  mere  states,  and  how  these  states,  if 
represented  as  caused  by  something,  might  appear 
again  either  as  active  or  passive,  according  to  the 
peculiar  view  of  each  language. 

It  has  generally  been  supposed  that  originally  all 
rcx>ts,  expressive  of  acts,  were  what  we  j^,,^^,^ 
call  intransitive,  and  expressed  merely  ftadThmnUve 
the  act,  without  any  reference  to  the  result 
produced  by  an  act.  Such  suppositions  are  difficult 
to  prove  or  to  disprove.  Each  root,  if  it  expresses 
an  act,  implies  no  doubt  a  subject  and  an  object, 
whether  they  are  expressed  or  not,  and  though  it 
may  be  argued  that  nouns  which  express  the  object 
must  be  later  than  the  verbs  expressing  the  subject, 
every  root,  as  root,  would  seem  to  contain  potentially 
a  transitive  as  well  as  an  intransitive  character.  I  use 
these  technical  terms,  transitive  and  intransitive,  on 
purpose,  because  transitive  expresses  exactly  what  we 
want  to  express,  the  going  over  of  our  own  act  to  some- 
thing else.  Thus  what  we  now  call  the  accusative 
was  in  many  cases  an  original  locative,  indicating  the 
goal  or  object  to  which  an  action  tended.  Rom  am 
destruxit,  *he  destroyed  Rome,'  was  originally  con- 
ceived exactly  like  Romam  transivit,  *he  went 
over  to  Rome,*'  the  act  of  destroying  being  conceived 
as  tending  toward  Rome,  or,  as  we  say,  having 
Rome  for  its  object.  Cato*  must  have  been  per- 
fectly aware  of  this  when  he  enumerated  the  ques- 


*  See  Noir6,  Logos,  p.  246. 
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tions   to   which   the    different   cases    answered,    as 
Quisi    Quoins?   A  quo?   Quoi?  and  gave  Quo 
as  the  question  answered  by  the  accusative.    Speijer 
in  his  Sanskrit  Syntax,  §  39,  begins  his  account  of 
the  accusative  in  Sanskrit  quite  rightly  by  saying 
'the  accusative    expresses  whither    something    is 
moving.'     The  first  transitive  employment  of  a  root, 
expressive  of  digging,  would  probably  have  been  no 
more  than  *  I  dig  a  digging/  i.e.  *  I  dig  a  hole  ;  ' 
but  at  all  events  the  root  of  digging  being  given, 
it  would  have  become  possible  to  apply  it  either  in- 
transitively or  transitively.     In  English  this  power 
has  been   retained  to   the    present   day.     We   can 
say  that  the   sky  crimsons,   i.  e.  becomes   crimson, 
or  that  the  dawn  crimsons  the  sky. 

Professor  Noir^  seems  to  think  that  the  act  became 
intelligible  or  realised  in  consciousness  only  through 
the  result  which  it  produced,  the  act  of  digging,  for 
instance,  through  the  hole  dug,  the  act  of  platting 
through  the  mat  platted.  '  The  fundamental  mean- 
ing of  roots,'  he  writes,  *  was  always  the  perceptible 
effect  of  social  productive  acts,  and  at  the  same  time 
the  act  itself  as  characterised  by  its  effects  ^'  On 
such  points  positive  assertion  seems  to  me  very 
hazardous.  It  may  have  been,  as  Noir^  says,  in 
certain  cases,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  was  so  in  all. 
To  ray  mind  the  consciousness  of  repeated  acts  seems 
the  most  important  element  in  the  character  of  roots, 
for  it  is  by  it  and  by  it  only  that  we  can  account  for 
the  conceptual  nature  of  a  root,  the  conceiving  of 
many  as  one,  while  the  effect  of  an  act  would  always 
be  single,  and  the  single  is  never  the  object  of  concep- 
tual knowledge.    I  do  not  deny  the  reaction  of  the 

*  Logos,  p.  134. 
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objective  concept  on  the  subjective,  but  the  first 
impulse,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  must  come  fix>m 
the  subjective,  it  cannot  come  from  the  objective 
side.  Noir^  also  seems  to  feel  this,  when  he  says 
(p.  242),  *  In  the  signification  of  roots  as  the  first 
elements  of  thought,  there  was  the  living  sense  of 
ones  own  activity,  connected  with  the  intuition  of 
its  effect  as  characteristic  of  that  activity.  Both 
were  still  undivided  and  undeveloped.'  I  should  go 
a  step  further  and  ascribe  the  first  concept  to  the 
will,  conscious,  first  of  all,  of  its  willed  acts,  and 
then  only  of  the  result  of  these  repeated  willed  acts. 
I  can  understand  a  concept  of  mere  striking,  rubbing, 
platting,  etc.  as  soon  as  the  accompanying  sound  has 
become  the  sign  of  these  repeated  acts,  and  only 
after  such  a  conceptual  sign  has  been  formed  and 
fixed,  does  it  seem  to  me  possible  that  the  same 
sign  should  be  applied  to  the  effect  produced  by 
those  acts,  i.  e.  to  a  hole,  to  a  flint,  to  a  mat. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  understand  how  roots,  if 
originally  expressive  of  acts  only,  could  subjective 
be  made  to  express  mere  subjective  states.  ^***®"- 
It  may  be  true  that  the  necessity  of  expressing  sub- 
jective states  arose  at  a  much  later  time,  and  was 
not  called  forth  by  any  such  pressing  wants  as,  for 
instance,  the  necessity  for  ordering  people  to  dig  or 
to  strike  or  to  pulL  Nor  must  we  suppose  that  the 
growth  of  language  was  ever  determined  by  the  clear 
consciousness  of  a  want,  and  by  a  deliberate  con- 
sideration of  the  best  means  of  meeting  it.  People 
did  not  ponder  how  to  express  their  states  of  feeling, 
when  they  were  either  frightened  or  delighted.  They 
had  no  concepts  yet  for  ftight  or  delight.  But  if 
they  had  a  root  to  express  shaking,  the  shaking  of  a 
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tree,  for  instance,  and  if  they  felt  in  themselves  or 
saw  in  others  the  manifest  effects  of  fear,  namely 
a  shaking  of  the  limbs  and  a  trembling  of  the 
breath,  they  would  naturally  apply  a  root  expres- 
sive of  the  act,  and  more  particularly  of  the  intran- 
sitive act  of  skaking,  either  to  themselves  or  to 
others,  who  appeared  upset,  or  swayed,  or  shaken 
by  fear. 

Thus  *I  shake'  might  mean  I  shake  a  tree,  or 
I  am  in  a  state  of  shaking,  i.  e.  I  tremble,  or  I  shake 
by  him,  i.  e.  I  am  shaken  by  him,  as  in  vapulo  ab 
eo  fustibus. 

From  roots  meaning  to  shake  in  these  diflferent 
senses  various  derivatives  may  be  formed.  Thus 
KAP,  in  Sanskrit  kamp,  means  to  shake.  From  it 
we  have  in  Greek  /cax-i/oV,  smoke,  not  what  shakes 
or  is  shaken,  but  what  is  in  a  shaking  state^  what 
moves,  or  winds  and  waves.  KUP,  which  is  probably 
a  modification  of  KAMP,  means  to  shake  inwardly, 

A 

to  be  angry.  Connected  with  the  Sk.  root  DHU, 
to  shake,  we  have  not  only  Sk.  dhAti,  dust,  dhAma, 
smoke,  but  6r.  Ov/jlo^,  not  so  much  what  is  shaken,  as 
what  is  itself  in  a  constant  state  of  commotion  and 
activity.  It  is  possible  that  the  same  root  in  its 
simple  form  of  dhA,  or  in  its  derivative  form  dhav, 
may  account  for  the  Greek  OaS/xa,  originally  the  feel- 
ing of  wonder  and  astonishment,  then  what  causes 
that  feeling,  a  wonder,  a  miracle.  Now  from  this 
Oavfxa  it  is  difl&cult  to  separate  the  Greek  Oeaojjiai, 
which  means  originally  to  shake  with  wondering,  and 
afterwards  only  to  gaze  or  look  simply.     Thus  we 

read  II.  xxiii.  728,  Xaol  ^  av  Orjeuvro  re  Oafi^fja-av  re. 

We  frequently  find  tSdv  connected  with  it,  as  Od.  viii. 

1 7,  TToXXaJ  3'  a/o'  iBvifia'avTO  iSovreg ;  V.  74 ;    xxiv.  90. 
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Another  oommon  expression  is  OaO/ia  iSetrdoi,  a  wonder 
to  see,  and  then,  a  sight  to  see.  Cvirtius»  accepting 
Bmgmann  8  opinion  that  the  root  is  6^af ,  would  find 
it  difficult  to  explain  OaSiuLa.  It  would  certainly  be 
interesting  if  not  only  the  concept  of  hearing  (SRU), 
but  also  that  of  seeing,  could  be  traced  back  to  a  root 
origroally  meaning  to  shake,  i.  e.  to  vibrate. 

*  To  heave '  is  used  in  the  sense  of  going  up  and 
down,  as  a  ship  heaving  in  sight.  Heaver  may  be 
one  who  heaves  or  lifts  something,  as  a  coal-heaver, 
or  something  that  lifts,  as  a  leaver ;  while  heaven 
was  probably  intended  for  what  is  lift;ed  on  high, 
and  heft  is  a  common  Shropshire  word  for  weight, 
i.  e.  what  heaves  or  is  heaved. 

Boots  meaning  originally  to  rub  and  to  destroy, 
like  the  German  aufreiben,  come  to  mean  I  am 
rubbed  out,  I  fall  into  decay,  Ich  reibe  mich  auf. 
In  Sanskrit  the  root  GJR  means  to  decay,  more 
particularly  to  grow  old;  hence  ^aras,  old  age, 
^npa^  and  yepcov.  But  its  original  meaning,  like  that 
of  ]!£,  must  have  been  to  rub,  crush,  pound,  as  we 
see  in  Lat.  gra-num,  Goth,  kaiir-n,  yC/^-iy,  fine 
flour. 

The  root  G\  seems  to  have  expressed  some  special 
act  of  violence  and  destruction,  leading  to  conquest 
and  acquisition.  Hence  ^i-n4-mi,I  overcome,  part. 
^1-td ;  Greek  /Si-j/eV 

With  the  short  i,  and  Guna,  it  is  the  common 
verb  for  conquering;  ^dyati,  part.  ^i-td. 

With  additional  k  we  have  g^k,  violence,  ^ia^ 
^ryina,  tyranny,  ^yeshiAa,  the  strongest 

The  same  root,  however,  is  also  used  to  express  the 
state  of  being  overcome,  collapsing,  failing,  growing 
old,  as  in  ^y&ni,  decay,  ^1-na,  old,  d-^lta>  not 

Y  2 
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decayed,  fresh,  etc.  Hubschmann  *  compares  the 
Latin  vi6tus,  and  possibly  gyeshtha,  the  oldest, 
might  thus  receive  a  better  explanation. 

The  root  KHAD  means  to  crush,  to  chew,  to  eat ; 
the  root  KHID  comes  to  mean  to  press  down,  to 
oppress,  to  aggrieve.  But  in  the  Atmanepada 
khinte  means  to  feel  oppressed,  weary,  sad  ; 
khid-ra,  oppressed.  In  Greek  ki^Su)  is  to  oppress, 
KiiSerai  and  KCKtjSa  he  grieves,  ki^So^  sadness. 

We  must  not  attempt  to  define  these  crude  pro- 
cesses in  the  earliest  growth  of  reason  by  logical 
distinctions  belonging  to  a  much  later  phase.  All  we 
can  do  is  to  try  to  follow  the  first  tentative  steps  of 
reason,  or  what  we  now  call  grammar,  taking  care 
only  not  to  forget  that  our  thoughts  must  be  very 
difierent  from  the  thoughts  of  those  who  first  framed 
what  we  call  a  neuter  verb. 

Several  verbs  which  to  us  are  active  and  transi- 
Neutep  verbe  ^vc  sccm  to  havc  passcd  through  a  phase 
used  as  active,  jj^  whicli  they  wcrc  ncutcr,  and  expres- 
sive of  a  state  only.  Thus  'to  hear'  seems  to  us 
an  active  and  transitive  verb,  but  *to  hear'  may 
also  have  been  expressed  by  *  to  be  struck,  or  to  be 
set  in  motion  by  something,^  and  in  that  case  the 
ablative,  or  in  Greek  the  genitive,  would  have  been 
most  appropriate  for  what  to  us  seems  to  be  the 
object  of  hearing.  A  hunter,  for  instance,  laying  his 
ear  to  the  ground  in  order  to  discover  the  approach 
of  enemies  or  wild  beasts,  might  well  say  '  I  shake,' 
or,  as  we  should  now  express  it,  '  I  vibrate/  adding 
*  fi'om  a  troop  of  horsemen '  or  *  from  a  lion,'  and  thus 
expressing  what  we   express   by  saying,  'I  hear  a 


^  See  UiibschmanD,  Indo-gcrmaniscber  Yocalismus,  p.  36. 
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troop  of  horsemen '  or  *  I  hear  a  lion.'  And  it  is 
certainly  curious,  as  I  have  pointed  out  before,  that 
the  Sanskrit  root  SKUy  to  hear,  the  Latin  cluo, 
does  actually  occur  in  the  Rig-veda  in  the  sense  of 
shaking^:  Rv.  i,  127,  3,  viZii  Ait  ydsya  sdmr/tau 
«rdvat  vdnS,  iva  ydt  sthirdm,  *at  whose  approach 
even  what  is  strong  and  what  is  firm  would  shake 
like  the  forests.'  See  Muir,  Sanskrit  Texts,  iv.  494  ; 
Boehtlingk-Roth,  s.  v. 

Again,  a  root  expressive  of  an  act  might  be  used 
to  express  the  state  produced  by  that  act.  Thus  *  to 
dig,'  *to  labour'  might  come  to  mean  to  work,  to 
weary,  to  fail,  ideas  in  which  we  see  united  in  such 
ijvords  as  «ami,  work,  «&myati,  to  tire,  Gr.  Kdfiveiv. 

From  such  roots  employed  to  express  a  state  there 
is  an  easy  transition  to  roots  employed  Passive 
for  what  we  call  passive  purposes.  It  ^®^- 
has  been  argued  that  in  the  Aryan  languages,  and 
particularly  in  Sanskrit,  what  is  called  the  Atmane- 
pada  or  middle  voice,  often  expressive  of  states,  is 
more  primitive  than  the  Parasmaipada  or  active  and 
transitive  voice,  and  that  it  lent  itself  more  easily 
to  the  expression  of  passive  states,  and  became  in 
fact  what  we  call  the  passive  voice.  Thus  '  I  shake/ 
might  mean  *  I  tremble,  I  fear ; '  *  I  shake  through 
some  one'  would  mean  *I  am  frightened  by  him.' 
The  introduction  of  passives  with  y  a  for  the  special 
tenses  belongs,  of  course,  to  a  much  later  phase. 


'  It  will  be  seen  that  I  differ  somewhat  from  the  view  which 
Noire  takes  of  this  passage  (Logos,  p.  263).  He  thinks  that  «ru, 
as  applied  to  forests,  means  here  to  sound,  but  this  is  not  the 
case.  It  means,  as  the  metaphor  shows,  to  shake  visibly,  not 
audibly,  and  when  verbs  of  heaiing  were  first  construed  with  an 
ablative,  this  recollection  of  shaking  must  still  have  been  alive. 
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We  should  thus  be  able  to  understand  the  natural 
evolution  of  four  verbal  phases,  though  their  full 
elaboration  belongs  of  course  to  a  much  later  time : — 

1.  Active:  I  shake,  i.e.  something  undefined  ; 

2.  Neutral :  I  shake,  i.  e.  I  am  in  a  state  of  shaking; 

3.  Passive :  I  shake,  or  I  am  in  a  state  of  being 
shaken,  by  some  one ; 

4.  Active  transitive  :  I  shake  a  tree. 

All  this,  however,  virould  only  suffice  to  express  what 
objectire  ^^  kuow  as  our  owu  deliberate  acts  or 
acts.  our  own  conscious  states,  and,  supposing 
that  our  explanation  of  the  origin  of  roots  be  right, 
namely  that  they  are  evolved  from  sounds  accompany- 
ing what  may  be  called  social  acts,  performed  by  many 
people  with  a  common  purpose,  or  social  states,  such 
as  fear  or  joy,  we  could  easily  understand  how  the 
early  framers  of  language  succeeded  in  expressing,  not 
only  their  own  acts,  but  the  acts  and  states  of  their 
fellow-workers  also.  They  would  have  found  it  easy 
to  say  *  We  dig '  as  well  as  *  I  dig,'  *Thou  diggest,'  and 
'You  dig,'  and  after  a  time  also  *He  digs'  and  *They 
dig.*  *  We '  is  really  an  earlier  concept  than  *  I,'  and 
'  we  dig '  would  come  more  natural  than  '  I  dig,'  while 
the  mere  necessities  of  an  active  life  would  soon 
introduce  expressions  for  Dig !  i.  e.  you  or  thou ! 

Nor  is  it  a  great  step  from  this  more  or  less 
dramatic  language  in  the  first  and  second  persons  to 
the  more  historical  statements  conveyed  in  the  third 
persons,  *  He  digs '  and  *  They  dig.'  Such  utterances 
also  could  hardly  fail  to  have  been  called  forth  by 
the  simple  intercourse  of  hunters,  warriors,  or  diggers 
of  the  soil,  and  would  involve  no  further  effort  than 
the  traDsference  of  our  own  acts  or  states  to  persons 
in  every  other  respect  like  ourselves. 
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But  it  is  totally  different  when  we  oome  to  con- 
sider the  next  stage,  the  transference  of  Fandaneiitei 
our  acts  and  states  to  the  objects  of  nature.  n»*^>»«»- 
Small  as  this  step  now  appears  to  us,  it  is  really 
enormous.  Nothing  to  us  seems  more  simple  than 
after  saying  *  He  digs,'  to  say  also  '  It  digs,'  and  yet 
this  small  step  amounts  to  a  complete  re-translation 
of  the  text  of  our  experience  into  a  new  language. 
I  do  not  speak  here  of  the  so-called  category  of 
causality  which  first  raises  all  sensations  into  percepts 
and  makes  us  speak  of  objects  without  as  the  cause 
of  our  experience  within.  That  lies  behind  ua  I 
speak  of  that  fundamental  metaphor  which  makes  us 
conceive  and  speak  of  these  objects  as  if  they  were 
subjects  like  ourselves.  But,  strange  as  this  inter- 
pretation of  the  objective  world  may  seem,  and 
marvellous  as  is  the  universal  mythology  to  which 
it  has  led,  it  was  nevertheless  inevitable.  As  we 
know  one  kind  of  being  only,  namely  our  own,  and 
as  we  possess  one  language  only,  namely  that  which 
expresses  our  own  acts  and  our  own  states,  and  by 
implication  those  of  our  fellow-workers,  what  can  we 
predicate  of  outward  objects  except  some  kind  of 
being  like  our  own,  and  what  language  can  we  apply 
to  them  except  that  which  we  have  framed  to  express 
our  own  acts  and  our  own  states  ?  When  I  see  the 
lightning  digging  a  hole  in  my  field,  what  can  I  say 
but  that  a  digger  has  dug  a  hole  ?  When  I  see  the 
wind  grinding  branches  together  till  they  catch  fire, 
what  can  I  say  but  that  a  grinder  has  ground  out 
fire,  just  as  I  say  of  myself  that  I  have  ground  out 
sparks  by  rubbing  two  fire-sticks  till  they  spurt 
out  flames  ?  What  we  now  call  lightning  was  origin- 
ally '  Digging,  tearing,  bursting,  sparkling  there  and 
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then.'  What  we  now  call  wind  may  have  been 
*  Smashing,  grinding,  hurling,  blowing,  there  aud 
then/ 

As  soon  as  this  mental  act  was  performed,  my- 
thology, in  the  widest  sense  of  the  word,  was  born. 
A  new  world  was  created,  a  world  which  could   be 
nothing  but  a  reflex  of  ourselves,  for  the  only  light 
we  could  throw  on  it  was  the  light  from  within, 
the  only  concepts  by  which  we  could  conceive  it  were 
the  concepts  of  our  own  acts  and  states,  the  only 
language  we  could   apply  to  it  was  the  language 
which   was   true   of  ourselves  and   of  our  fellow- 
workers.      Here  is  the   true   key  to  the  riddle  of 
mythology,   and,   in    one    sense,   of   theology   also, 
namely,   the    inevitable    metaphor    or    transference 
of  the  subjective  to  the  objective,   while  what  we 
commonly  call  mythology  is  but  a  small  remnant 
of  that  universal  phase  of  human  thought,  a  faint 
survival  of  what  constituted  once  a  complete  realm 
of  thought  and  speech.     The  same  people  who  had 
learnt  to  speak  of  themselves  as  runners  now  spoke 
of  rivers  as  runners.     The  sun  darting  with  his  rays 
was   to   them   a   warrior   piercing  with  his  spears. 
The   cloud   carried    along   by  the   wind   was   as   a 
sailor  or  a  ship  blown  across  the  sea  with  flying 
sails.     If  men  could  roar,  so  could  the  storm  ;   hence 
he   was  called   the   roarer.      If  man  could  smash, 
so  could  the  thunderbolt ;    hence  he  was  called  the 
smasher.      If  man  could  smile,  so  could  the  sun ; 
hence   he   was   called   the   bright.      If    man   could 
measure,  so  could  the  moon ;    hence  he  was  called 
the  measurer  of  the   sky,  the  maker   or  ruler  of 
nights  and  fortnights  and  months.      It  has  always 
been  supposed  that  all  this  was  the  result  of  poetical 
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fancy,  that  it  was  a  voluntary,  if  not  a  capricious 
act.  But  it  is  time  that  people  should  understand 
that  it  was  not  so,  for  they  wUl  never  under- 
stand mythology  till  they  have  learnt  that  what  has 
been  called  anthropomorphism,  or  personification,  or 
animism  was  really  a  dire  necessity  in  the  growth 
of  our  language  and  our  reason.  It  was  absolutely 
impossible  to  grasp  and  hold,  to  know  and  under- 
stand, to  conceive  and  name  the  world  without 
us,  except  through  this  Fundamental  Metaphor, 
this  universal  mythology,  this  blowing  of  our  own 
spirit  into  the /objective  chaos,  and  re-creating  it 
in  our  own  image.  The  beginning  of  this  second 
intellectual  creation  was  the  word,  and  we  may  add 
with  perfect  tmith  that  all  things  were  made,  that 
is,  were  named  -and  known  by  this  Logos,  and  with- 
out him  was  ncc  anything  made  that  was  made. 

By  means  6f  this  fundamental  metaphor  then 
the  roots  which  originally  had  all  a  subjective 
character  assumed  the  power  of  expressing  the 
acts  and  states  of  our  objective  world  also.  Man 
conceived  of  the  river  as  a  tearer  or  runner,  of 
the  tree  as  a  protector,  of  the  stars  as  sowers  of 
light,  of  the*  moon  as  a  measurer,  of  the  sun  as 
an  enlivener,  and  they  were  thus  enabled  to  speak 
of  the  river  as  digging  his  furrow  through  the  rocks, 
of  the  tree  as  protecting  their  huts,  of  the  stars 
as  showering  down  light  out  of  darkness,  of  the 
moon  as  measuring  their  nights  and  days,  and  of 
the  sun  as  the  giver  of  light  and  life,  as  the  cherisher, 
the  nourisher,  the  father  of  mankind,  though  some- 
times also  as  a  friend  who  departed  every  night 
and  left  us  in  darkness,  who  died  in  winter  and  left 
us  to  starve  or  to  die ;  nay,  even  as  an  enemy  who 
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destroyed  our  harvests  and  whose  scorching  rays 
killed  our  cattle  and  our  children.  We  shall  have 
to  consider  all  this  more  fully  when  we  come  to 
examine  the  growth  of  mythology  in  the  narrower 
sense  of  the  word,  and  we  shall  then  see  how  all 
that  has  been  called  either  animism,  or  anthropo- 
morphism, or  personification  has  its  common  root 
in  a  much  deeper  stratum  of  thought,  namely  in  the 
psychological  necessity  of  our  conceiving  aD  objects 
as  subjects  like  ourselves.  If  we  want  a  name 
for  this  psychological  necessity,  it  ought  to  be  called 
Subjectivism,  before  it  assumes  the  various  cha- 
racters of  animism  (conceiving  objects  as  animated), 
anthropomorphism  (conceiving  objects  as  men),  or 
personification  (conceiving  objects  as  persons).  By 
means  of  this  intellectual  process  which  enabled  the 
earliest  speakers  to  use  the  sounds  expressive  of 
subjective  acts  and  states  with  reference  to  all  that 
had  become  objective  to  them  in  outward  nature  ^ 
we  are  enabled  to  understand  the  gradual  formation 
of  four  classes  of  objective  roots : — 

1.  Active  :  the  wind  shakes  (it  blows) ; 

2.  Neutral :  the  tree  shakes  ; 

3.  Passive :    the  tree  shakes  (is  shaken)  by  the 
wind; 

4.  Active  transitive  :  the  wind  shakes  the  tree. 


*  See  Beneke,  Neue  Grundlegung  zur  Metaphyeik,  viii.  Lehrs.  ; 
Gorber,  Die  Sprache  uiid  das  Erkennen,  p.  92. 
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It  may  be  objected,  no  doubt,  that  all  that  has 
hitherto  been  suggested  on  the  origin  of     ^^  ^^ 
roots  and  concepts  is  theory  only,  or  a  mere    Aryan  lan- 
outline  of  the  general  purposes  which  the       ^"'^®*' 
roots  of  any  language  might  be  made  to  serve,  pro- 
vided always  that  such  roots  exist,  and  that  they 
possess  the  peculiar  character  which  has  been  ascribed 
to  them.    It  is  easy  to  say  that  all  roots  must  express 
acts,  and  more  particularly  such  simple  acts  as  con- 
stitute the  daily  occupations  of  a  primitive  society. 
The  question  is,  Is  it  so,  and  can  we  by  historical 
evidence  prove  that  it  was  so  in  any  of  the  languages 
best  known  to  ourselves  ? 

In  order  to  answer  this  question  perfectly,  we 
ought,  if  possible,  to  analyse  the  dictionary  of  a  whole 
family  of  languages,  the  Semitic  or  Aryan,  and  show 
that  the  original  meanings  of  their  roots  are  really 
such  as  we  have  postulated.  Hebrew  has  been 
reduced  to  about  5cx>  roots  ^  but  it  would  be  de- 
sirable that  some  professed  Semitic  scholar  should 
undertake  to  collect  the  roots  for  the  whole  Semitic 
family  in  its  widest  sense. 

An  attempt  has  indeed  been  made  to  collect  the 
roots  of  the  whole  Aryan  family,  but  the  results  are 
as  yet  so  uncertain  that  it  would  be  unsafe  to  base 

^  BeDan,  Histoire  des  Langues  S^mitiques,  p.  138. 
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any  arguments  on  so  changeable  a  foundation.  Benfey 
counted  1706  roots  in  Sanskrit,  226  of  classes  ii,  iii, 
V,  Tii,  viii,  ix ;  1 480  of  classes  i,  iv,  vi,  x,  the  last 
comprising  143  roots.  For  Gothic,  Benloew  admitted 
600  radicals,  for  modern  German  only  250,  while 
Grimm  has  collected  of  strong  verbs  alone  462  in 
the  Teutonic  family.  For  Slavic,  Dobrowsky  gave 
1605  radicals.  Pott  thinks  that  a  language  has  on 
an  average  about  icxx)  roots,  but  Fick  has  reduced 
the  number  of  roots  necessary  to  account  for  the 
whole  wealth  of  Arvan  words  to  a  much  smaller 
number.  He  admits  as  primitive  roots  those  only 
which  consist 

1 .  of  one  vowel  ; 

2.  of  the  vowel  a  and  consonant  (ad,  ap,  ar) ; 

3.  of  a  consonant  or  double-consonant  and  the 
vowel  a  (da,  pa,  sa,  sta,  spa,  sna)^ 

It  stands  to  reason  that  when  there  is  so  much 
doubt  as  to  what  is  the  exact  number  of  roots  in  any 
single  language,  and  what  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
typical  root  or  as  a  mere  variety,  there  must  natur- 
ally be  much  greater  doubt  when  we  have  to  deter- 
mine what  are  the  primitive  phonetic  elements  out 
of  which,  according  to  general  phonetic  laws,  a  whole 
family  of  languages  could  have  fashioned  its  dictionary. 
Fick's  attempt  to  do  this  for  the  Aryan  family  is 
very  creditable,  but  it  goes  too  far. 

This  being  the  case,  it  is  best,  I  think,  to  begin 
with  an  examination  of  the  roots  of  one  of  the  Ayran 
languages  only,  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  their 
original  form  and  meaning.  The  objection  that  we 
cannot  properly  speak  of  roots  except  during  a  period 


*  Fick,  Worterbuch  der  Indo-germanischen  Spracheu  (1870),  p.  939. 


THE   ROOTS   OF   SANSKRIT.  333 

when  the  Aryan  languages  were  not  yet  separateil 
is  not  tenable.  The  radical  period  of  Aryan  speech 
must  no  doubt  be  placed  before  the  agglutinative 
and  inflectional  (I  still  hold  to  these  three  stages 
of  evolution),  and  in  that  sense  all  roots  may  be  said 
to  be  Aryan,  and  not  either  Sanskrit,  Greek,  or 
Latin.  But  we  have  only  to  suppose  that  all  Aryan 
languages,  except  Sanskrit,  had  become  extinct,  and 
nothing  would  prevent  us  in  that  case  from  drawing 
up  a  list  of  Sanskrit  roots. 

The  chief  reason,  however,  why  I  prefer  to  try 
the  experiment  which  we  have  to  try,  on  the  roots 
of  Sanskrit,  is  that  we  possess  for  Sanskrit  a  very 
complete,  perhaps  more  than  complete  list  of  roots 
(dhS,tup4<Aa)  which  is  ascribed  to  a  very  ancient 
grammarian,  P^nini,  whom  I  place  between  the  time 
of  Buddha  and  Alexander  the  Great,  thpugh  I  have 
little  doubt  that  much  of  the  work  ascribed  to 
him  must  have  been  prepared  for  him  by  earlier 
grammarians.  To  Hindu  grammarians  at  all  events 
belongs  the  credit  of  having  for  the  first  time 
conceived  the  idea  of  a  root,  and  of  having  made  as 
complete  a  collection  of  the  constituent  elements  of 
their  language  as  it  was  possible  to  make  in  their 
time.  If  therefore  we  can  prove  our  point,  viz.  that 
all  the  important  roots  of  Sanskrit  are  expressive  of 
simple  primitive  acts,  we  have  at  least  a  strong 
presumption  in  favour  of  our  theory  that  the  roots 
of  all  Aryan  languages,  possibly  of  the  Semitic  and 
Turanian  languages  also,  will  show  the  same  character. 
We  must  be  satisfied  with  small  and  imperfect  be- 
ginnings, and  though  those  who  lead  the  way  into  a 
new  field  of  research  are  sure  to  be  left  behind  by 
those  who  follow  in  their  track  and  cannot  escape 
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the  blame  of  having  done  the  work  that  has  to  be 
done  very  imperfectly,  all  pioneers  must  take  their 
chance,  and  if  they  are  knocked  down  must  take 
comfort  in  the  thought  that  without  them  probably 
no  advance  whatever  would  have  been  made. 

Before  we  begin  to  examine  P&nini's  list  of  roots, 
Pa»mi*B  we  must  first  consider  his  position  in  the 
DhAtupaYAft.  ^istory  of  the  language  and  literature  of 
India.  Like  his  grammar,  his  coUection  of  roots 
stands  on  the  very  threshold  of  what  is  commonly 
called  Sanskrit  literature.  If  we  except  the  Vedic 
literature,  there  is  nothing  more  ancient  in  India  than 
P^nini,  and  his  authority  has  never  been  questioned 
for  the  last  two  thousand  years.  During  the  Vedic 
period  P3.nini  had  precursors  in  his  own  line,  namely 
the  authors  of  the  Nirukta  and  of  the  Pr&ti«akhyas, 
but  from  the  close  of  the  Vedic  period  the  position 
of  that  grammarian  has  been  quite  unique.  No 
Academy  ever  claimed  such  absolute  authority  as  he 
possessed.  Whatever  in  the  later  so-called  classical 
literature  contravenes  a  rule  of  PSmni  is  ipso  facto 
wrong,  and  not  even  the  greatest  poets,  such  as 
K&lid^a,  would  venture  to  put  their  judgment 
against  the  ipse  dixit  of  their  inspired  grammarian. 
Therefore,  even  if  we,  from  our  point  of  view,  should 
be  able  to  show  that  many  of  P&nini's  rules  and 
roots  are  fanciful  and  more  than  fanciful,  the  fact 
remains  that  these  rules  determined  the  whole  of  what 
is  called  Sanskrit  literature,  with  the  sole  exception  of 
certain  portions  of  the  Mah4bh4rata  and  B4m&yana, 
while  there  is  not  a  root  in  his  Dh&tup&<Aa  which  a 
Sanskrit  author,  even  at  the  present  day,  would  not 
consider  himself  perfectly  justified  in  employing. 
A  work,  therefore,  such  as  P^nini's  collection  of 
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roots  is  of  the  highest  value  to  the  student  of  the 
history  of  Sanskrit.  It  has  stood  alone,  unquestioned 
and  unrivalled  for  thousands  of  years,  and  it  is  in 
our  days  only  that  the  students  of  other  languages 
have  been  able  to  produce  anything  like  it,  perhaps, 
I  ought  to  add,  something  better  than  it.  We  must 
hear  in  mind  also  that  even  what  to  us  may  appear 
purely  theoretical  and  fanciful  in  P&nini's  grammar 
is  the  theory  and  fancy  of  an  age  so  remote  that  its 
very  theories  and  fancies  may  become  more  important 
than  the  facts  of  later  ages. 

But  however  stupendous  that  monument  of  Indian 
ingenuity  and  industry  appears,  we  must  not  be 
blind  to  its  defects,  though  these  defects  may  be 
inherent  in  the  nature  of  the  work.  What  it  pro- 
poses to  do  is  to  give  us,  as  the  result  of  a  careful 
grammatical  analysis,  those  elements  of  language 
which  cannot  be  further  analysed,  and  which  in 
Sanskrit  are  called  dh4tu,  a  feeder  or  a  root.  But 
the  discovery  of  these  roots  is  beset  with  great 
difficulties.  Boots  are  liable  to  phonetic  changes,  and 
in  the  process  of  composition  and  decomposition  they 
are  sometimes  completely  lost.  It  requires  a  perfect 
knowledge  of  the  history  and  the  phonetic  laws  of  a 
language  before  we  can,  for  instance,  trace  the  Bohe- 
mian dci,  daughter,  to  the  root  DTJH,  to  milk,  or 
aetas,  age,  to  the  root  I,  to  go,  or  the  French  4ge  to 
the  Latin  aetaticum.  It  could  hardly  be  expected 
therefore  that  Pdnini  and  his  predecessors  should 
always  have  been  successftd  in  discovering  the  true 
roots  of  Sanskrit  words,  or  that  they  should  have 
resisted  the  temptation  of  admitting  new  and  fanciful 
roots,  whenever  it  seemed  difficult  to  trace  certain 
words  back  to  the  recognised  feeders  of  the  language. 
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Hence  that  large  number  of  what  we  call  unneces- 
sary roots,  that  is  to  say  roots  imagined  for  the 
derivation  of  words  which  may  be  quite  as  well 
derived  from  other  roots,  or  which  admit  of  no 
satisfactory  derivation  whatever.  For  instance,  a 
root  NAT,  to  dance,  is  put  down  in  the  DhktupktJia 
in  order  to  account  for  na<ati,  he  dances,  na^aka, 
a  play,  though  this  is  but  a  regular  Pr&kritic  modi- 
fication of  the  older  root  NiHT  \  to  dance.  Again, 
to  account  for  such  a  word  as  badar^  or  badari, 
the  cotton  tree,  a  root  BAD  is  admitted  in  the  sense 
of  being  strong.  We  must  remember  that  Hindu 
grammarians  were  at  perfect  liberty  to  admit  as 
many  roots  as  they  pleased,  for  to  them  these  roots 
were  not,  what  they  are  to  us,  historical  facts,  but 
simply  the  result  of  phonetic  analysis,  the  remainder 
of  a  process  of  subtraction  which  removes  from  words 
all  that  can  be  accounted  for  as  formal,  whether  as 
suffix,  prefix,  or  infix,  or  as  the  result  of  the  phonetic 
strengthening  and  weakening  to  which  the  material 
elements  of  a  language  are  liable,  when  passing 
through  the  stages  of  growth  and  decay. 

An  insufficient  knowledge,  however,  of  the  phonetic 
laws  of  Sanskrit,  though  it  may  account  for  some  of 
the  unnecessary  roots  in  Pdnini  s  Dh^tupd/Aa,  cannot 
account  for  all.  Westergaard,  to  whom  we  owe 
the  first  critical  edition  of  the  Dh3,tup&<Aa  in  his 
Radices  Linguae  Sanscritae,  published  in  1842, 
a  work  that  will  always  rank  among  the  master- 
works  of  Sanskrit  scholarship,  hesitated  before  ex- 

*  In  transliterating  roots  I  use  JR  (for  ri)  when  ar  may  be 
shortened  to  ri;  but  I  use  M,  where  Sanskrit  grammarians  write 
rt,  namely  when  ar  varies  with  ir,  and  sometimes  also  with  ur. 
Hence  Hiii,  to  take,  but  G^,  to  swallow,  and  VAi,  to  fill. 
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pressing  a  decided  opinion  on  the  character  of  what 
I  call  unnecessary  roots.  With  the  caution  and 
modesty  characteristic  of  ihe  true  scholar  he  advised 
his  fellow-labourers  to  continue  their  researches,  and 
to  wait  for  new  discoveries  in  Sanskrit  literature 
before  asserting  the  purely  fanciful  character  of  these 
unnecessary  roots.  Mira  assertio,  he  says,  quum 
tarn  paululum  literae  Indicae  notae  sint. 
Puto  con'tra  quemque  sibi  persuasum  habere 
posse  eas  radices,  de  quibus  omnes  grammatici 
consentiant,  quum  literae  Indicae  melius 
cognitae  fuerint,  omnes  exemplis  inde  sump- 
tis  probatas  repertum  iri  ! 

Circumstances,  however,  have  changed,  and  our 
knowledge  of  the  ancient  literature  of  India,  parti- 
cularly the  Vedic,  has  grown  so  much  that  we  can 
hardly  continue  to  hope  for  any  considerable  addi- 
tions. We  must  therefore  try  to  account  for  F&nini's 
unnecessary  roots  in  a  different  way.  Benfey  sug- 
gested that  they  might  have  been  taken  from  dialects 
spoken  in  India  at  the  time  when  these  roots  were 
collected,  or  even  from  the  languages  of  neighbour- 
ing tribes.  This  is  certainly  an  ingenious  conjecture, 
and  I  shall  try  to  show  that  it  can  be  supported  by 
the  opinions  of  native  scholars. 

What  we  know  of  literary  Sanskrit  can  never  be 
supposed  to  have  represented  the  living    Theipoken 
speech  of  the  whole  of  India.     On  the     i"»«^»ge» 

.  BhashA,  at 

contrary,  it  seems  to   represent   a  very    the  time  of 
small  segment  only,  the  language  of  the      P4»mi- 
Brihmans,  the  language  of  religion,  law,  and  litera- 
ture, and  no  more.     This  is  admitted  by  Pata%ali, 
the    author  of  the  great  commentary  on  P&nini's 
grammar,  who  when  the  question  is  asked  who  are  the 

z 
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authorities  to  settle  what  is  right  and  what  is  wrong 
in  Sanskrit  grammar,  replied :  the  *  /Sish^as/  i.  e.  the 
educated  people,  but  not  the  /Siish^  of  the  whole  of 
India,  but  those  of  Ary&varta  only,  that  is  the  country 
east  of  Adarsa,  west  of  K^lakavana,  south  of  Himavat, 
and  north  of  Pflxiy&tra  ^ 

This  shows  that  Pata^ali,  and,  as  we  shall  see, 
E^ty&yana  also,  were  fully  aware  of  the  &ct  that 
many  local  varieties  of  Sanskrit  were  spoken  over 
the  vast  extent  of  India. 

The  question  is,  what  was  the  classical  Sanskrit  on 
which  Pd,nini  founded  his  grammar  ?  It  was  not  the 
Veda,  for  he  has  to  give  special  rules  for  that.  Nor 
was  it  the  language  which  we  find  in  any  of  the 
literary  works  accessible  to  us,  for  all  of  them,  with 
the  exception  of  mere  metaphrases  of  Vedic  texts  and 
the  two  great  epic  poems,  are  founded  on  his  grammar, 
not  his  grammar  on  them.  P&nini  constantly  refers 
to  the  Bh&sh^  the  spoken  language.  But  that 
Bh&sh&  from  which  he  takes  his  rules  and  which  he 
tries  to  bind  down  by  his  rules,  had  changed  so 
much,  even  at  the  time  when  his  earliest  commen- 
tator, K&ty&yana,  wrote,  that  not  only  words*  but 
even  grammatical  forms  had  gone  out  of  fashion  in 
the  meantime.  E&ty&yana^  it  is  true,  speaks  in 
general  terms  only  of  the  fact  that  some  words  en- 
joined by  P&nini  are  no  longer  usual,  and  that  they 
may  belong  to  a  different  country.  But  Patan^li 
enters  into  details.  He  points  out  that  forms  like 
the  2  p.  pi.  of  the  reduplicated  perfect,  Asha,  you 


*  Panini,  ed.  Kielhorn,  vi,  3,  109  ;  Vedic  Hymns,  vol.  i.  p.  59. 

*  See  Bhandarkar,  Wilson  Lectures,  p.  28. 
^  Panini,  ed.  Kielhom,  vol.  i.  p.  9. 
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shone,  tera,  you  crossed,  Arakra,  you  made^  peA;a, 
you  cooked,  which  were  taught  by  F^nini  and  occur 
in  the  Veda  (such  as  iishd  in  Rv.  iv^  5i>  4  ;  £akra 
in  Hv.  iv,  36,  4)  had  become  obsolete,  and  had  been 
replaced  by  such  expressions  as  y{iyam  iishita- 
vantaA,  y{iyam  tirnkh,  yiiyam  kWtavantaA, 
vAyam  pakvavantaA. 

More  important,  however,  and  in  some  respects 
even  more  confirmatory  of  Benfey's  opinion,  are 
Pata^^ali's  remarks  on  K^ty&yana's  Y&rttika^  which 
states  plainly  that  some  of  the  roots  and  words, 
sanctioned  by  F&nini,  may  have  belonged  to  various 
localities  in  India.  In  this  passage  of  the  Mah^ 
bhAshya,  which  I  discussed  many  years  ago  (i852)\ 
we  read  (Vfl,rttika,  5), '  They  were  all  used  in  another 
place/  Fataj^rali  adds  :  '  And  if  you  say  that  they 
are  not  found,  then  let  an  effort  be  made  to  find 
them,  for  the  sphere  in  which  a  word  is  used  is 
wide.  The  earth  has  seven  islands,  there  are  three 
worlds,  four  Vedas  with  their  supplements  and  TJpa- 
nishads,  divided  into  many  texts.  There  are  a 
himdred  branches  of  the  Adhvaryus,  the  S&ma-veda 
has  one  thousand  modifications,  the  BahvWAya  has 
twenty-one,  the  Atharvana-veda  has  nine  divisions. 
There  is,  besides,  the  Ydkov&kya  (dialogues),  the 
Itih^sa  (legends),  the  Fur4na  (old  traditions),  and 
the  Vaidyaka  (medicine).  So  wide  is  the  sphere 
in  which  a  word  may  be  used.  Without  having 
explored  the  whole  sphere  in  which  a  word  may  be 
used,  it  would  therefore  be  mere  rashness  to  sav 
that  certain  words  are  not  used.' 

After  this   follows    another    important    passage. 


*  Zeitschrift  der  D.  M.  G.  vii.  373. 

Z  2 
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important  because  it  treats  of  a  subject  which  is 
treated  in  a  similar  manner  in  the  Nirukta  also,  a 
work  supposed  to  be  anterior  to  Pdnini.  There,  in 
the  Nirukta,  ii,  2,  we  read :  *  Vedic  nouns  (kWt)  are 
employed  which  are  derived  from  ordinary  roots,  such 
as  damiin^A  and  kshetras^dh^^,  and  likewise 
ordinary  nouns  are  employed  which  are  derived 
from  Vedic  roots,  such  as  ushna  and  ghrita.'  This 
means  that  d&myati,  from  which  damtln&A  is 
formed,  is  not  found  in  the  Veda\  though  it  is 
common  in  ordinary  Sanskrit.  The  same  appUes 
to  s&dhyati,  from  which  kshetras^dhd,^  is  formed. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  root  of  ushna,  hot,  exists  in 
the  Vedic  language  only,  viz.  USE  (first  conj.),  to 
bum;  likewise  that  of  ghrita  also,  which  is  GHiH 
(third  conj.). 

This  shows  that  the  author  of  the  Nirukta  was 
aware  that  certain  verbal  roots  were  used  in  the 
Veda  which  were  not  used  in  post- Vedic  Sanskrit^ 
and  that  other  verbal  roots  were  used  in  post- Vedic 
Sanskrit  which  were  not  used  in  the  Veda.  It 
shows,  in  fact,  that  already  at  the  time  of  Y&ska 
Vedic  Sanskrit  had  been  replaced  by  another  kind 
of  Sanskrit. 

We  now  come  to  another  remark  of  the  same 
author  which  proves  that  he  knew  not  only  of  these 
chronological,  but  likewise  of  certain  local  or  dialectic 
differences  in  the  language  as  spoken  at  his  time. 
For  he  goes  on  to  say : 

*  Among  some  people  the  verbal  roots  only  are 
used,  among  others  their  derivatives  only.  For 
instance,  the  verbal   root  «avati,  meaning  to  go, 

^  It  occurs  once  in  a  very  artificial  passage  of  the  Bnhad-ar. 
Up.  V,  2,  i;  S.  B,  E.,  vol.  xv.  p.  189. 
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occurs  among  the  Kambo^as  only,  ^hile  they  use 
its  derivative  savas  (corpse)  among  the  Aiyas.  The 
verbal  root  d4ti  (to  cut)  occurs  among  the  Pr^^yas 
(Eastern  people),  its  derivative  ddtra  (sickle)  among 
the  TJdy^yas  (Northern  people)/ 

Tdska,  therefore,  who  is  anterior  to  Pdnini,  was 
aware  of  the  existence  of  provincial  words,  and  at 
a  later  time  Fata^^i  fully  endorsed  his  remarks. 
After  the  passage  translated  above,  Pata^^ali,  con- 
tinuing almost  in  the  very  words  of  Y&ska,  says : 
•  The  verbal  root  «avati,  to  go,  is  employed  among 
the  Kambo^fajB  only,  the  Aryas  employ  it  in  the  deri- 
vative form  8avas  (corpse).  The  verbal  root  ham- 
mati  is  employed  among  the  Sur&sh^ras,  ramhati 
among  the  FdUya-madhyamas,  while  the  Aryas  use 
only  garni,  in  the  sense  of  to  go.  D&ti,  to  cut, 
occurs  among  the  PrU-yas,  ddtra,  the  sickle,  among 
the  Udl/yas.* 

I  have  quoted  these  remarks  of  Y&ska,  K^tyayana, 
and  Patan^ali  because  they  seem  to  me  to  confirm, 
what  would  otherwise  be  a  mere  conjecture,  namely 
Benfey's  view  that  the  language  spoken  at  the  time 
when  P4nini  composed  his  grammar  was  much  richer, 
much  more  diversified  in  different  parts  of  India 
than  we  imagine.  Pdniui  himself  calls  that  language 
Bhdsh4,  and  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  some 
scholars  can  deny  the  historical  character  of  that 
language,  when  we  see  how  P4nini  throughout  his 
grammar  takes  its  existence  for  granted,  and  care- 
ftiUy  distinguishes  it  from  the  iCAandas,  Nigama, 
Mantra,  and  BdLhmana,  that  is  the  Yedic  literature. 

If  therefore  there  are  roots  in  Pdnini's  Dh&tupS,<Aa, 
which  cannot  be  authenticated  in  the  Sanskrit  lite- 
rature known  to  us,  Benfey's  opinion  that  they  may 
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have  been  taken  fix)m  the  language,  as  spoken  in 
F&nini's  time  in  different  parts  of  India,  seems 
perfectly  legitimate,  and  ought  not  to  be  summarily 
rejected,  although  it  is  right  to  look  for  other  ex- 
planations also. 

We  must  take  care  not  to  transfer  what  K&ty&yana, 

still  less  what  Pata%ali  tells  us,  to  the 

dialects  at     time  of  Fdniiii ;   but,  after  making  that 

tile  time  of    reservation,  we  may  add  that  in  E&ty&* 

yana's  time   vulgar   dialects   must  have 

existed,  which,  though  they  had  not  yet   suffered 

the   phonetic  havoc    which    characterises   Pr&krit^ 

had,  according  to  Pata%ali's  quotations,  come  very 

near  to  the  standard  of  P^. 

Pata^^ali,  in  discussing  the  merits  and  demerits 
of  the  study  of  grammar,  has  to  meet  an  objection 
that,  in  learning  the  right  word,  we  cannot  help 
learning  at  the  same  time  a  number  of  vulgar  words 
(apabhramsas),  such  as  gd.vt,  gonl,  got&,  gopo- 
talik^,  which  are  all  dialectic  varieties  of  the  classical 
word  gau^,  cow. 

In  another  V4rttika  (i,  3,  i,  12)  K4ty&yana  adds 
that  it  was  necessary  to  give  a  complete  list  of 
all  Sauskrit  roots  in  order  thereby  to  exclude  such 
verbs  as  ftnapayati,  etc.  Pata^^ali  adds  va^^ati 
and  Y'dddhsLti.     These  three  words,  like  g&vl  and 


'  Kielhom  in  the  Z.  D.  M.  G.  xxxix.  p.  327  calls  these  words 
Prakrit,  but  to  avoid  misunderstanding,  it  will  be  well  to  dis- 
tinguish between  Pali  and  the  other  Prakrit  dialects,  properly 
so  called,  though,  no  doubt,  the  name  pr&kWta  may  be  applied  to 
both.  Supati,  too,  which  he  quotes  from  Pan.  iii,  i,  91,  4,  is 
Pali  rather  than  Pr&krit,  where  svapna  has  dwindled  down  to 
sivino  (Var.  13,  63).  See  Jacobi  in  K.  Z.  xxv.  29a,  603 ;  Blian- 
darkar,  Wilson  Lectures,  p.  89. 
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goni,  are  not  so  much  Pr&krit  as  F&li,  viz.  &n&.peti, 
to  command,  va^tati,  to  be,  vac2c2Aati,  to  grow. 
And  when  he  adds  that  in  ordmaiy  parlance  kasi 
is  used  for  krishi,  disi  for  drisi,  these  are  again 
PAli  words,  rather  than  Pr&krit,  for  in  PrfiJmt 
krishi  would  be  kisi^  and  dri«i,  disi. 

I  have  referred  to  these  passages  in  order  to 
claim  an  unprejudiced  consideration  for  F&nini's 
list  of  roots.  I  do  in  no  wise  commit  myself  to 
a  recognition  of  every  root  which  P&nini  has  ad- 
mitted, but  I  do  not  think  we  have  any  right  to 
exclude  as  purely  fictitious  every  root  of  which 
as  yet  we  cannot  prove  from  literary  documents 
that  it  was  used  either  in  nominal  or  verbal  deri- 
vativea  The  chief  literary  documents  which  we 
can  consult,  excluding  those  which  are  completely 
under  the  sway  of  Fd^nini,  are  the  Br&hmanas,  Ara- 
nyakas,  Upanishads,  S&tras,  possibly  the  Epic  Foems, 
and  these  require  a  much  more  careful  examination 
than  they  have  hitherto  received.  I  go  even  further, 
and,  considering  the  age  of  F&li  and  of  the  Buddhist 
Sanskrit,  I  should  look  in  these  two  branches  of 
Indian  literature  for  traces  of  roots,  collected  by 
F&nini  from  the  so-called  bh&shd.,  with  which  thev 
were  contemporaneous.  That  the  language  of  the 
Buddhist  Sanskrit  S^ltras  is  in  some  cases  not  very  fistr 
removed  from  that  of  the  Br^manas  has  been  pointed 
out  by  Professor  Kern  in  his  Introduction  to  the 
Saddharma-punc2arlka  (Sacred  Books  of  the  East,  vol. 
xxi.  p.  xvii).  He  there  mentions  the  Buddhist  San- 
skrit term  sarv&vat  (F&li  sabb&  v&),  which  in  classical 
Sanskrit  has  hitherto  been  met  with  in  the  iSatapatha- 


*  Vararuchi,  ed.  Cowell,  i,  28. 
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brdhmana  only.   A  second  instance,  viz.  ekoti,  which 
occurs  once  in  the  /Siatapatha4)r&hmana  (xii,  2,  2,  4) 
in  the  sense  of  '  having  one  and  the  same  course ' 
and  which  Kem  supposes  to  be  the  original  form 
of  the  Buddhist   Sanskrit  ekoti  in   ekoti-bh4va 
(P&li  ekodi-bhdva),   seems  to  me  more  doubtful, 
particularly  if  the  true  reading  in  the  Lalita-vistara 
is  eko^i-bh4va.      In  this  case  it  is  not  impossible 
that  the  author  of  the  /Siatapatha-bdlhmana  has  what 
is  called  sanskritised  a  popular  word,  ekoii,  which 
meant  the  same  as  ek&gra,  by  explaining  it  through 
eka-Clti,  while  the  Buddhist  author  preserved  the 
word  as  it  was  used  in  the  bhdshS,,  and  the  PSIi 
vmter  took  it  in  another  dialectic  form  as  ekodi^ 
Professor  Kern,  who  considers  the  root  JNO  as  a 

m 

pr&kritism  of  ING,  shows  that  it  occurs  both  in  the 
Buddhist  literature  (Sanskrit,  GSith^,  and  P41i)  and 
in  the  BWhad-S^ranyaka,  vi,  4,  23. 

The  same  applies  to  the  root  MING  which  was 
collected  by  P&nini  in  his  DhsltupS^Aa.  It  is  easy 
to  say  that  P&nini  invented  it.  But  why  should  he 
have  done  so  ?  I  am  not  aware  of  any  word  which 
he  could  have  derived  from  it.  As  to  its  meaning,  I 
doubt  whether  P&nini  took  it  in  the  sense  either  of 
speaking  (bh&8hS,yfl,m)  or  of  shining  (bhS,s&y&m), 
which  our  dictionaries  attribute  to  it.  P&nini  gives 
in  his  Dh&tup&<^a,  xxxiii,  79-109,  a  string  of  roots 
which  he  defines  asbhS^sh&rth^A.  Now  these  roots 
cannot  possibly  have  all  the  same  meaning,  that  of 


^  See  Academy,  March  27, 1866,  Dr.  Morris  on  Ekodi-bh4Ya; 
and  April  3.  For  similar  mistakes  in  sanskritising  vulgar,  apa- 
bhram«a,  and  Pai«a^  words,  see  Sylvain  L6vi,  Journal  Asiatique, 
1885,  p.  415. 
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speaking  or  shining,  and,  though  the  compound  is 
unusual,  Westergaard  was  right,  I  think,  in  supposing 
that  bh&sh4rth4A  was  here  intended  for  'they 
have  those  various  meanings  which  are  known  in 
the  Bh&shl'  And  of  that  Bh4sh&  we  find  traces 
both  in  F41i  and  in  the  Buddhist  Sanskrit.  In 
F41i  sam-mi^^eti  means  to  bend  back,  and  I  do 
not  see  how  we  can  identify  this,  even  diffidently, 
with  aamring  (Childers)  or  BRJuvrtng  (Kern^). 
In  Buddhist  Sanskrit  we  have  un-mi^^,  to  bend 
forward,  unmi^^ita,  opened.  Here,  therefore,  we 
have  a  root  which  P^nini  ascribes  to  the  Bhdsha, 
which,  as  yet,  has  not  been  found  in  Sanskrit,  but 
which  exists  both  in  P&li  and  in  Buddhist  Sanskrit. 

Another  fact  which  ought  to  make  us  pause  before 
rejecting  every  root  that  cannot  be  authenticated  in 
literature,  is  that  now  and  then  we  meet  with  a  root 
in  the  Dh&tupSi^  which  has  been  postulated  by 
comparative  philologists  on  the  strength  of  its  deri- 
vatives in  other  Aryan  languages,  but  of  which  no 
trace  has  ever  been  discovered  in  Sanskrit  itself. 
Thus  dry,  drought  in  English,  dryge  in  A.  S., 
trocken  in  German,  require  the  admission  of  a  root 
which,  according  to  Grassmann's  rule^  would  be 
DRUKH  or  DRAKH.  How  shall  we  account  for 
the  presence  of  such  a  root,  namely  DRAKH, 
soshane,  to  be  dry,  in  the  Dh&tupSiAa,  considering 
that  it  has  never  yet  been  traced  anywhere  in 
Sanskrit,  either  in  verbal  or  nominal  derivatives? 
A  secondary  form  DHRAKH,  with  initial  and  final 
aspirate,  was   naturally  a  great  delight  to   Grass- 

^  Buddhismus,  i.  p.  145. 

^  See  Kuhn's  ZeitBchrift,  xii.  p.  81. 
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mann,  as  confirming  his  theory  of  the  former  ex- 
istence of  roots  with  initial  and  final  aspirates,  as 
required  by  A.  S.  dryge ;  but  here  we  can  hardly 
follow  him.  The  vowel  and  the  final  consonant  of 
DHKAKH  leave  some  difficulty,  still  the  coincidence 
is  too  great  to  be  dismissed  as  purely  accidental. 
After  these  preliminary  observations  we  now  pro- 

ExaminAtion  ^®^^  ^  ^^  examination  of  P&nini's  coUec- 
of  F^nmVB  tion  of  roots.  And  here  it  gives  me  much 
pleasure  to  acknowledge  how  much  light 
has  been  thrown  on  the  true  nature  of  this  difficult 
work  by  Professor  Hjalmar  Edgren  in  his  excellent 
paper  On  the  Verbal  Boots  of  the  Sanskrit  Language, 
published  in  the  Journal  of  the  American  Oriental 
Society  in  1879.  Though  from  what  I  have  said 
before,  it  will  appear  that  I  cannot  agree  with  all  his 
conclusions,  his  essay  will  always  mark  a  very  im- 
portant advance  in  the  true  appreciation  of  Pdnini's 
great  work.  He  distinguishes,  first  of  all,  between 
two  classes  of  roots,  the  authenticated  and  the  un- 
authenticated.  In  the  first  class  he  comprises  all 
such  roots  as  have  actually  been  met  with  in  personal 
or  impersonal  forms,  and  he  brings  their  number  to 
992.  That  number  will  probably  be  increased  by  a 
few  casual  discoveries,  but  I  doubt  whether  it  will 
ever  go  much  beyond  locx).  These  are  the  living 
germs  of  the  Sanskrit  laAguage,  such  as  we  know  it 
from  its  literary  remains. 

From  that  number,  however,  Mr.  Edgren  deducts 
first  of  all  112  duplicates,  forms  such  as  DAD  (2, 
16)  and  DlY  (14,  9)  ^  by  the  side  of  D1  ;  DADH 
(2,  7)  by  the  side  of  DHA ;  DUDH  by  the  side  of 

*  Westergaard,  p.  6,  note. 
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DHU ;  t  (9,  34 ;  24,  40 ;  26,  34)  and  AY  (14.  i)  by 
the  aide  of  I;  VEP  by  the  side  of  VIP,  etc.  He  also 
treats  nasalised  as  mere  varieties  of  unnasalised  roots, 
counting  BADE  and  BAnDH,  SXJBE  and  iSTJmBH, 
SAiS>  and  SAmS  as  identical  roots.  So  far  most 
scholars  would  probably  agree  with  him.  But  when 
he  proposes  to  treat  SKJR  and  KJR,  SEHID  ^  and 
KHID,  STAN  and  TAN,  SPAiS  and  PAS  likewise 
as  mere  phonetic  corruptions,  he  seems  to  me  to 
go  either  too  far  or  not  far  enough.  These  roots 
have  no  doubt  a  common  origin,  but  it  is  by  no  means 
clear  that  the  forms  without  initial  S  were  derived 
from  those  with  initial  S,  or  vice  versft.  They  should 
be  treated  as  parallel  roots,  particularly  as  in  several 
instances  their  meanings  also  are  kept  distinct. 
Thus  we  find   SUM  and  MM,   SKM  and   E^, 

SKAND  and  iTAND,  XAM  and  SKAM\  STIm 

and  TtM,  SPHAK  (SPHUR)  and  PHAR,  SKUT 
and  ir(Y)UT,  STl  and  TA,  inst&yii  and  t&yii,  thief; 
STAN,  to  thunder,  and  TAN  in  Sk.  tanyatus^ 
thimder,  tonare,  Goth,  thunjan;  STiRH,  to  crush, 
and  TiBH,  to  crush ;  STIPandTIP;  SNUandNTJ', 
Greek  w.  All  these  roots  seem  to  me  to  have  quite  as 
much  right  to  be  treated  as  parallel,  though  cognate 
roots,  as  GRABH,  RABH,  and  LABH ;  NA/S  and 
AS* ;  NAH  and  AwH  (in  a?nhas),  etc. 

After  having  reduced  the  number  of  authenticated 
roots  from  992  to  880,  Mr.  Edgren  next  takes  away 
48  denominative  roots,  such  as  AmS,  ANK,  AR6H, 


'  This  is  a  miKtake;  see  Atharva-veda,  v,  18,  7. 

*  See  Beofey,  Kurze  Sanskrit-Grammatik,  §.62,  note. 

*  See  Vedic  Hymns,  i,  166,  10;  Fick,  Worterbuch,  p.  966. 

*  The  parallel  forms  would  be  a«,  aifur,  ana«,  na/r. 
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ARTH,  etc.  This  reduction  is  quite  reasonable, 
provided  always  that  the  nouns  from  which  these 
roots  are  formed  can  be  traced  back  to  some  other 

A 

authenticated  root.  Thus  DHUP,  to  fumigate,  can 
be  accounted  for  as  a  derivation  of  DHU,  to  shake, 

A 

SUTB,  to  tie  or  to  declare  in  the  form  of  a  sAtra, 

•  A 

of  SIV,  to  sew;  but  /SABD,  to  sound,  and  MUL, 
with  ud,  to  uproot,  are  in  a  different  position.  They 
cannot,  or,  at  all  events,  they  have  not  yet  been 
traced  back  to  any  other  roots,  and  have  therefore 
a  right  to  at  least  a  provisional  place  in  the  Dhfl,tu- 
p&f^a. 

Mr.  Edgren,  after  deducting  48  denominatives, 
and  16  other  roots,  which  can  be  accounted  for 
as  derived  from  others,  such  as  k^nksh  (from 
KAM  or  KAN),  g&ga:  (from  GM),  daridrfi,  (from 
DBA),  etc.,  arrives  at  880  —  64  =  816  as  the  actual 
number  of  authenticated  roots  which  cannot  be  traced 
back  to  any  simpler  forms. 

But  even  these  remaining  816  roots  can  be  still 
further  reduced  by  showing  that  several  of  them  are 
clearly  parallel  roots,  and  form  what  may  be  called 
clusters.  Thus,  as  1  in  Sanskrit  is  a  parallel  form 
of  r,  in  most  cases  a  later  modification  of  it,  such 
roots  as  BAMB  and  LAMB  both  meaning  to  hang 
down,  BAmH,  to  hasten,  and  LANGH,  to  leap,  may 
fairly  be  counted  as  one,  though  they  vary  con- 
siderably in  their  application  to  special  meanings. 
The  same  remark  applies  to  certain  roots  in  which 
r  is  final,  such  as  BJR,  to  burst,  DAL,  to  split; 
^AB,  to  go,  and  -ff AL,  to  move ;  G^VAB,  to  be  hot, 
and  GVAL,  to  glow;  or  where  it  is  medial  as  in 
PBU,  to  move  on,  and  PLU,  to  float;  PBUSH, 
to  sprinkle,  and  PLUSH,  to  bum;   MiBKSH  aud 
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MLAKSH  ;  MEET  and  MLET;  MEED  and  MLED; 
KEAND  and  KLAND.     But  if  Mr.  Edgren  goes  a 
step  further  and  treats,  for  instance,  lingual  n  and 
dental  n  as  interchangeable  and  therefore  BHAJV^ 
as  a  modification  of  BHAN,  I  cannot  follow  him. 
The  lingual  n  has  a  character  of  its  own  in  Sanskrit, 
and  I  doubt  whether  it  ever  takes  the  place  of  a 
dental  n  without  a  definite  reason.     That  r  and  sh 
produce  that  change  is  well  known,  Ukewise  that  in 
many  cases  r  and  sh  may  disappear,  and  yet  leave 
behind  their  efiect  in   the   change   of  dentals  into 
linguals.     This  may  possibly  account  for  KUT  and 
KuBnT,  TRUr  and  TiRD,  GHATT  and  GHiRSH, 
KEtjD    and    KUED,   though   not  without   leaving 
several  anomalies  unexplained.     But  without  a  cause 
a  dental  never  becomes  a  lingual,   and    therefore 
BHAiV;  to  speak,   though   it   may  be  a  dialectic 
variety,  cannot  possibly  be  treated  as  a  development 
of  BHAN,  to  sound.     If  it  is  to  be  connected  with 
some  other  root,  I  should  rather  think  of  BHASH, 
to  speak,  though  I  admit  that  it  is  as  difficult  to 
account  for  the  presence  of  a  final  lingual  sh  in 
BHASH  as  for  that  of  the  final  lingual  n  in  BHAiV^. 
And  what  applies  to  BHAN  and  BHAiV  applies 
also  to  such  roots  as  AT  and  AT,  to  KAL  and  iS>AL, 
which  Mr.  Edgren  groups  together.    AT,  to  go,  could 
not   be  .changed  into  AT,  to  roam,  without  some 
reason,  and   that  reason,   namely  the  former  pre- 
sence of  an  r  or  sh,  would  at  once  separate  the  two 
roots.      If  AT  must  be  accounted  for,  the  sautra 
root  JRTt  to  follow,  to  pursue,  would   offer  a  far 
better  explanation  than  AT.     As  to  k  and  8  being 
interchangeable  at  the  beginning  of  a  word,  I  know 
no  certain  evidence  for  it,  and  cannot  therefore,  for 
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the  present  at  least,  accept  such  a  cluster  as  KAL, 
-KAR,  and  /SAL,  to  leap. 

It  might  be  possible  to  show  that  dentals  have 
been  corrupted  by  local  pronunciation  into  Unguals, 
and  in  that  case  BHAiV  and  AT  might  find  parallels 
in  Dl  and  2)1,  KSHVID  and  KSHVID ;  but  this 
is  a  question  which  would  require  very  careful  ex- 
amination, particularly  as  regards  the  age  of  various 
roots. 

Accepting,  however,  the  general  principles  followed 
by  Mr.  Edgren,  we  may,  under  protest,  admit  his 
further  reduction  of  8i6  to  789  authenticated  roots. 
He  is  himself  fully  aware  that  there  may  be  much 
difference  of  opinion  on  this  subject  and  that  we 
must  leave  a  certain  margin  to  individual  opinion. 
There  would  then  remain  789  authenticated  roots, 
sufficient  to  explain  the  whole  wealth  of  the  Sanskrit 
dictionary. 

But  though  every  one  of  these  roots  can  claim 
a  kind  of  personal  individuality,  I  pointed  out  many 
years  ago  (Lect.  S.  L.,  vol.  ii.  p.  329  seq.)  that  some 
of  them  can  be  arranged  in  families,  though  I  did  not 
commit  myself  exclusively  to  any  theory  in  order  to 
explain  the  exact  degrees  of  relationship  which  hold 
the  different  members  of  such  families  of  roots  more 
or  less  closely  together. 

After  carefully  weighing  the  various  theories  pro- 
posed by  Pott,  Curtius,  Fick,  and  others, 
If'Roote'*     I   still   retain  my  conviction  that  none 
of  them  suffices  by  itself  to  accoimt  for 
all  the   facts   which   we    have  to    explain   in  the 
roots    of    Sanskrit.      I   cannot   resist   Pott's   argu- 
ments altogether,  and  I  find  that  Mr.  Edgren  also 
is  inclined  to   look   upon   such  a  root  as   TJOGHf 
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to    leave,   to    abandon,   as    a    compound    of  HA, 
to  leave,  with  the  preposition  ud.     Benfey  admits 

VYAY  =  VI  +  AY;  VYA JVK  =  VI  +  AJVX ;  VIDH 
=  VI  +  DHl ;  PYUSH  =  API  +  USE,  and  some 
more.  I  should  like  to  add  at  least  BHISHAG, 
to  heal,  which  I  derive  from  SAG,  to  stick  on,  and 
bhi  for  abhi,  in  the  sense  of  putting  something  on 
a  wound  or  on  any  aching  part  of  the  body ;  likewise 
TYAG,  to  leave,  to  give  up,  from  ti  for  ati,  and  AG, 
to  throw,  and  possibly  VYAG,  to  fan,  £ix)m  vi  and 
AG;  though  I  should  not  venture  to  go  so  far  as 
some  native  commentators  have  done,  who  derive 
YAG,  to  sacrifice,  from  TYAG,  to  give  up,  Le.  to 
offer. 

I  am  ready  likewise  to  admit  the  theory  of  Benfey, 
Curtius,  and  others  who  recognise  in  certain  final 
consonants  derivative  elements,  possibly  remnants  of 
roots  attached  to  roots.  If  we  know  how  often  p  is 
used  in  Sanskrit  to  form  causatives  and  denomina- 
tives, we  can  hardly  doubt  that  the  same  element 
exists  in  SiHP,  to  creep,  as  compared  with  8M,  to 
go;  in  KALP,  to  prepare,  as  compared  with  K^^, 
to  make ;  in  KSHAP  (caus.),  to  destroy,  as  compared 
with  KSHI,  to  destroy.  In  DHUP  (dhApayati),  to 
fumigate^  the  p  may  be  called  a  nominal  sufBx, 
because  we  have  dh&pa,  smoke,  but  it  must  be  an 
old  suffix,  for  we  find  in  Greek  6u(py  changed  to  ti;<^, 
as  in  rv(f}o9y  smoke,  Tv(pwvy  whirlwind,  Tv(p\6^^  blind. 

If  one  remembers  how  often  the  root  DHA,  to 
set,  has  been  used  in  Greek  for  the  further  differentia- 
tion of  roots,  as  in  ecr-Oi-o),  to  eat,  from  AD,  in  afiwaQnn^ 
fix>m  oLjjLwc^y   vefieOw    from    v6/x»,    cpyad(0    from    e/oyco, 

iiwcaQia   from   StwKW^    also   liyepcdopTai    from   ayelpofiaif 

*  See  Curtius,  Verbum,  ii.  339. 
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eKiaQov  for  €Kiov^  etc.^,  and  in  the  Teutonic  languages  for 
forming  preterites,  such  as  Goth.  habaidedum,we  did 
have,  we  can  hardly  wonder  that  the  final  dh  of  many 
a  Sanskrit  root  should  have  been  interpreted  in  the 
same  way.  Why  should  not  YUDH,  to  fight,  be 
connected  with  YU,to  join;  MiRDH,  to  destroy*, 
with  MiR,  to  crush  ;  GURDH,  to  praise,  with  GUB, 
to  approve ;  and  even  SP  JJDH,  to  struggle,  SP-^H, 
to  strive,  with  SPiR,  to  win  1  Nay,  if  there  was  a 
root  KRU,  expressive  of  the  hardness  and  harshness 
of  raw  flesh  or  blood  (in  kravis,  kravyi,  xpea^^ 
cruor),  and  if  firom  it  we  have  kr^Lra,  harsh,  cru- 
delis,  why  not  KRUDH,  to  be  harsh  or  angry  ? 

The  final  g  too  may  seem  to  be  connected  with  the 
root  Gk  or  6rAN,  to  produce,  and  thus  TU6r,  to 
join,  may  come  from  YU,  to  join ;  GARG,  to  roar, 
from  GM,  to  call  out;  MMG,  to  rub,  from  IVLB, 
to  grind  ;  RU6r,  to  break,  from  RU,  to  break ; 
ViRG,  to  turn  away,  from  ViR,  to  guard ;  SiRG, 
to  send  forth,  from  SiR,  to  move;  SPHUR(?,  to 
rumble,  from  SPHUR,  to  quiver.  When  we  meet 
thus  with  a  number  of  roots,  having  the  same  or 
nearly  the  same  meaning,  and  difiering  outwardly 
by  one  additional  letter  only,  the  conviction,  no 
doubt,  grows  strong  that  this  letter  was  really 
added  in  order  to  modify  slightly  the  meaning  of 
the  simpler  root.  If  this  happened  in  one  or  two 
cases  only,  other  cases  would  follow  by  the  mere 
force  of  habit. 

But  I   feel   doubtful  nevertheleas  whether    this 
theory  which  treats  differentiating  consonants  such 

^  Roederer,  Qriech.  Qrammatik,  §  82. 
'  M.  M.,  Lect.  S.  L.,  vol.  ii.  p.  360. 
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as  p  and  ^  and  dh  in  SJKP,  8MG,  and  TUDH  as 
verbal  suffixes,  possibly  as  remnants  of  independent 
roots,  is  altogether  satisfactoiy.  If  there  were  no 
other  consonants  but  p,  g,  and  dh,  or  if  some  other 
consonants  occurred  with  greater  firequencj  and 
always  with  the  same  modificatory  power,  I  should 
feel  inclined  to  see  in  Curtius'  theory  a  solution 
of  aU  difficulties.  There  are  cases  which  require 
consideration.  Thus  we  find  a  final  t  in  KIT  by 
the  side  of  KI,  in  DTUT  and  DYU,  in  KIRT 
and  EL£.  We  meet  with  an  additional  forma- 
tive V  in  INV,  iCARV,  GINY,  GIJILY,  DHANV, 
DHINV,  PINV,  which  may  be  connected  with  the 
u  of  the  Tan  class.  But,  as  the  argument  now 
stands,  we  must  in  most  instances  go  further  back 
and  look  for  deeper  causes  to  accoimt  for  the  facts 
which  such  Sanskrit  roots  present  to  us ;  we  must 
distinguish  in  fact  between  successive  phonetic 
change,  and  contemporaiy  dialectic  variety. 

I.  Successive  Phonetic  Change. 

I  reckon  as  successive  phonetic  changes  those 
vrhere  the  transition  of  one  vowel  or  consonant 
into  another  can  be  justified  according  to  the  general 
rules  which  govern  the  changes  of  letters  in  the 
Aryan  languages,  while  I  class  all  other  changes  as 
dialectic,  using  dialectic  in  a  more  special  sense,  for 
in  its  usual  sense  dialectic  would,  of  course,  compre- 
hend many  of  the  successive  phonetic  changes  also 
which  I  wish  to  treat  separately.  This  whole  chapter 
of  radical  pathology  has  been  well  treated  by  Benfey  ^ 
and  after  him  by  Curtius  and  others. 

^  Grammatik  der  Sanskritsprache,  1852,  p.  71;    Knrze  San- 
skrit-Orammatik,  1855,  P-  26. 

A   a 
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Vowel  Changes. 

(a)  A  and  A  :  in  DAS,  to  waste,  and  DAS,  to 
weary ;  BAnDH ',  to  bind,  and  BADH,  to  oppress  ; 
KA/iG,  to  be  bright,  and  RAG  (dlptau),  to  shine; 
VAjSf,  to  be  eager,  VA/S,  to  bellow ;  SAmS^  to 
praise,  SAS,  to  order ;  8 AS  and  SAS,  to  cut.  See 
besides  such  stems  as  SAM,  s4myati,  etc.,  Tin.  vii, 
3,  74 ;  and  XAM,  &A:4mati,  etc.,  P&n.  vii,  3,  75-76  ; 
EAM,  Mmayate,  Pdn.  iii,  i,  30. 

Corresponding  changes  of  1  and  i,  ft  and  u,  ri  and 
ri  may  be  seen  in  any  Sanskrit  grammar.  Thus 
the  verbs  beginning  with  PU,  shorten  their  vowel 
in  the  special  tenses  (P47i.  vii,  3, 80).  GUH  lengthens 
its  vowel  in  the  same  tenses  (Pin.  vi,  4,  89).  DlV 
forms  divyati,  BHl  varies  with  BHl  (Pin.  vi,  4,  115). 

Changes  peculiar  to  special  tenses  may,  as  we  know, 
become  general  in  Sanskrit  as  well  as  in  Greek.  In 
t/i/o>,  (pdlvwy  <pQav(ji>^  Svvw^  the  n  belongs  to  the  special 
tenses ;  but  in  such  forms  as  ckXivq^  €Tr€(pvov^  ylyova^ 
uefiovGy  the  V  has  gone  beyond  its  original  sphere. 

(b)  A  and  I :  in  ANG,  to  move,  ING,  to  move ; 
A(t,  to  drive,  and  l(x,  to  drive,  also  E(t  ;  iR,  to  go, 
and  1E,  to  stir ;  AmSy  to  share,  and  1/S,  to  rule,  to 
possess ;  AS,  to  throw,  ISH,  to  shoot ;  possibly 
AwH,  to  choke,  to  gasp,  and  lH,to  desire  2;  KHAD, 

^  If  the  nasal  of  a  root  remains  throughout,  I  write  it  as  a 
capital  letter ;  if  it  is  liahle  to  be  dropped,  with  a  small  letter. 

'  The  root  AmH  means  to  throttle,  to  compress,  and  in- 
tranEitively  to  be  compressed  or  oppressed,  as  in  axos,  anxiety, 
axofiat,  axwiiaiy  to  be  anxious.  Then  to  be  anxious  for  a  thing,  or 
to  be  gasping  for  a  thing,  would  express  the  idea  of  desiring, 
wanting,  and  lastly  to  be  in  need  of,  to  be  needy,  to  beg.  Thus 
o^^v,  needy,  and  axrivla,  need,  want,  would  find  their  explanation 
at  the  same  time  as  egere,  egenus,  indit^ere.  And  whether 
NAH,  to  bind  together,  le  connected  with  AmH,  or  whether  it  be  a 
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to  press,  chew,  and   KHID,  to   press  ^ ;  TAM,  to 

be  weaiy,  TlM,  to  be  quiet ;  SkS,  to  order, 
iSflSH,  to  teach  ;  SIDH,  SADH,  to  reach  the  goal, 
SIDH,  to  reach  the  goal;  jS^AM,  SIM,  to  labour. 
There  is,  besides,  the  well-known  Ablaut  of  roots  in 

4  (j7,  a,  w),  giving  us  DHI,  STHI,  and  DI  by  the  side 
of  DHA,  STHA,  DA.  See  also  Ml,  Ml,  and  Dl, 
Fin.  vi,  I,  50. 

(c)  1  and  U :  in  KAMP,  to  tremble,  KUP^  to  be 
angry;  BHA(x,  to  share,  and  BHU(t,  to  eat  and 
drink,  to  enjoy;  MAD,  to  gush  forth,  to  rejoice,  and 
MUD,  to  be  glad.  This  change  is  different  from  the 
very  common  transition  of  an  initial  va  into  u  as  in 
VAKSH,  to  grow,  and  TJKSH,  to  grow ;  VABH,  to 
weave,  and  UmBH,  to  bind ;  VAH,  to  carry,  and 
UH,  to  move  ;  ViR,  to  cover,  and  UR-nu,  to  sur- 
round. A  similar  change  is  very  common  in  roots 
in  which  ar  changes  with  ir  and  ur,  and  which 
Sanskrit  grammarians  generally  write  with  long  rt, 
such  as  GAR,  GIR,  GUR  ;  (?AR,  G^UR ;  TAR,  TIR, 
TUR;  PAR,  PUR.  This  phonetic  process  might 
also  explain  such  varieties  as  iCAR-V,  to  chew,  and 
jrtjR-iV,  to  pound  ;  BH^,  to  carry,  and  BHUR,  to 
flicker  ;  also  SPHAR  and  SPHUR,  to  burst. 

(d)  A  peculiar  change  of  A  to  E :  AG,  l(x,  and 
'EG,  to  set  in  motion  ;  iRDH  and  EDH,  to  grow; 

separate  root,  it  would  give  a  clue  to  the  Sanskrit  root  NADH 
(and  even  NATH),  meaning  to  beg,  literally  to  be  straitened, 
pinched,  or  needy. 

^  Panini,  vi,  i,  52,  states  that  khid  takes  a  in  the  Veda 
jtikhadia.  for  ^ikheda. 

^  The  change  of  a  into  u  may  be  due  to  a  parasitical  v  after  k, 
t,  and  p.  Thus,  besides  kamp  and  kup  there  may  have  been 
kvap,  as  in  kvath,  to  boil.  Tur  and  tvar  may  go  back  to  tar, 
JIB  tvaksh  goes  back  to  taksh. 

A  a  2 
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GAMK  and  GEH,  to  kick,  to  struggle,  zappeln, 
probably  Old  German  gangan,  to  go;  BHRAw/S  and 
BHRESH,  to  shake  ^ ;  M^D  and  MEE A  to  gladdon ; 
YAS  and  TESH,  to  boil ;  VAN  and  YEN,  to  desirs; 
BHRAG  and  BHREG^,  to  shine.  The  change  of  i 
to  6  should  also  be  included  here,  as  in  HLD  and 
HEL,  VISHT  and  VESHT,  for  they  seem  hardly 
to  be  attributable  to  the  ordinary  Guna. 

(e)  Nasalisation  of  radical  vowels :  in  AS  and 
AmS;  AH  and  AmH;  MAH  and  MAwH  ;  IDH 
and  InDH;  JRG  and  MnG  ;  BADH  and  BAnDH  ; 
SXJBR  and  OTmBH ;  SAG  and  SAnG,  and  many 
more.  All  verbs  such  as  MAnTH,  P&n.  vi,  4,  24  ; 
see  also  P&n.  vi,  4,  25-26;  vii,  i,  59-60. 

Consonantal  and  other  Changes. 

(a)  Reduplication  with  loss  of  final  vowel :  DHA 
and  DADH ;  DA  and  DAD ;   DHU  and  DUDH 
HA,  to  leave,  and  GAH. 

(b)  Final  s  added  (desiderative) :  AS  and  AKSH 
NAS  and  NAKSH ;   IS,  to  reach,  and  iKSH,  to  per 

ceive ;  kIm  and  KANKSH  ;  YAG  and  YAKSH 
BHt  and  BHlSH ;  SRJJ  and  SEUSH;  lE  and 
tRSH ;  I  and  ISH  and  ISH ;  RAH,  to  free,  to  keep 
off,  and  RAKSH,  to  strive  to  keep  off,  i.e.  to  save^ 
With  change  of  vowel,  BHIKSH,  to  beg,  from  BHAG, 
to  share,  and  BHAKSH,  to  eat ;  DHIKSH,  to  light, 
from  DAH,  to  burn ;  MOKSH  from  MUK.  I  doubt, 
however,  whether  BHA  and  BHAS,  BHt  and 
BHYAS,  RA  and  RAS,  GJR  and  GRAS,  belong 
to  the  same  category. 

(c)  Reduplication   with   contraction:    GHAS,  to 

^  See  Joh.  Schmidt,  Zwei  Arische  A-Laute,  in  K.  Z.  xxv.  p.  62 ; 
but  the  change  of  palatal  8  into  ah  remains  unexplained. 
'  See  CurtiuB,  GrundzUge,  28 ;  64. 
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devour,  and  GAKSH,  to  devour;  HAS,  to  laugh, 
and  (?AKSH,  to  laugh  ;  KAS  in  iCAKlS,  to  shine, 
and  iCAKSH,  to  shine,  to  see ;  SAK  and  SASK 

(d)  Prosthetic  i  as  in  lYAKSH,  IRAG,  IRADH, 
and  even  INAKSH,  by  the  side  of  YAG,  JRnG, 
RADH,  and  NA/S;  probably  due  to  imperfect  re- 
duplication. 

(e)  Final  A  (and  i)  with  shortening  of  base  : 
1  and  YA,  to  go ;  TJ  and  VA,  to  weave ;  KAS, 
to  shine,  and  KSA,  L  e.  KHYA,  to  tell^  GAL, 
to  drop,  and  GLA,  to  droop,  unless  connected  with 
GJR,  to  decay;  GHL51,  to  drip,  GHRA,  to  sniff; 
GAN,  can,  and  ONK,  to  know;  GAS  (upakshaye) 

and  KSHA,  to  fail  (kshaye)  ? ;  ffi  and  QYk ; 
TJR  and  TRA;   DiR,  to  tear,  and  DRA,  to  run; 

DHAM  and  DHMA  ;  DHI  and  DHYA  ;  PiR  and 
PRA  ;  p1  and  PYA  ;  BHAS  and  PSA,  to  devour  ; 
MAN  and  MNA  ;  MAL  and  MLA  ;  Vl  and  VYA, 
to  cover ;  Sl,  to  sink,  and  5 YA,  to  settle,  to  curdle ; 

Stj  and  SVk,  also  SYI ;  SJR  and  SUk,  to  boU ; 
SAN  (?)  and  SNA  (also  SNU,  to  drop) ;  STl  and 
STYA,  to  stiffen ;  HU  and  HVA,  to  call.  The 
Sanskrit  root  iC-ffA,  to  cut,  from  which  khktsL,  ifcita, 
and  /:Ayati,  presupposes  a  root  SKA,  which  appears 
in  Lat.  de-sci-sco,  etc.  (Curtius,  p.  145).  SKA, 
however,  points  to  SAK,  and  this  appears  in  Lat. 
sec-are  (Ascoli,  K.  Z.  xvi.  p.  207). 

The  same  phonetic  process  is  well  known  in  Greek 
grammar,  though  restricted  to  a  more  definite 
sphere :  e.  g.  koX  and  kX9]  in  ice/cXij-ica ;  jSaX  and  pXtj 
in  jScjSXir^a ;  Sa/A  and  H/xti  in  SiS/juj/jLat ;  fxev  and  fxvfi 
in  /jLCfAvtifxat ;    (rrop  and  <rrpoi)  in  ecrrptjofiat.     From  Oav 

« 
*  Rig-veda,  Pratwakhya,  p.  13,  note;  cf.  2iend  kh^a. 
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in  daveip  and  OdvaTo^  we  have  Ovnro^ ;  from  xa/x  in 

KUfJiaro^^  K/jLfiTO^i  from  rep  in  rcperpovy  rpnro^,  rtrpaw,  etc.* 

Possibly  the  roots  DA,  SA,  and  SA  belong  to  the 
same  class.  If,  as  has  been  supposed,  DA,  to  divide, 
is  connected  with  AD,  then 

AD:  DA,  to  divide,  d&ti,  dyati,  dayate; 

AS:  SA,  to  throw,  sd.ti,  syati,  (saya) ; 

AS:  SA,  to  sharpen,  si-skti,  8yati,  («i-«aya). 
(f)  In  many  cases  roots  with  final  A  have  second- 
ary forms  in  1  and  1,  becoming  ay  and  &y  by  Guna 
and  VWddhi.  It  is  usual  to  represent  the  roots  which 
change  1  to  &y,  as  ending  in  4i  or  4y,  and  they 
are  often  treated  as  separate  roots  by  native  gram- 
marians.     But  if  we  refer,  for  instance,  DHA,  to 

suck,  as  in  adh&t,  dhdsyati,  etc.,  and  DHl,  as  in 
dh&ya,  dhayati,  dhinoti,  and  dhinvate,  to  one 
and  the  same  source,  why  not  PA,  to  drink,  as  in 

ap4t,  pS.syati,  etc.,  and  PI  as  in  pip4ya,  payate, 
and  pinvati  ?  Only  while  some  of  these  roots  have 
developed  every  one  of  these  varieties,  like  DHA, 

DHl  (dhay),  and  beside,  DHI-nu,  DHI-nva,  others 
are  not  so  complete.  GA,  for  instance,  exists  as  GI, 
but  not  as  Gl ;  Kt  (My)  exists  as  £l,  but  not  as  KA. 
I  have  no  doubt,  however,  that  £l,  to  observe,  to 
be  afraid,  as  in  /:4yati,  was  originally  the  same  as 
K1,  to  gather,  iinoti,  and  Kl,  to  observe,  Aikeshi 
and  iavate. 

.  Without  considering  for  the  present  these  minuter 
differences,  we  may  classify  most  of  the  roots  in  A  and 
1,  according  as  in  the  past  participle  they  liave  I  or  L 
I.  With  participles  in  I,  KHA.,  to  cut,  khlt^ 
(also  khita);   DA,  to  divide,   dita;   DA,  to  bind, 

*  This  phonetic  process  has  been  very  fully  treated  by  Benfey, 
Brugmann,  Fick,  and  others. 
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dita;  MA,  to  measure  and  to  fix,  raita;  jSa,  to 
sharpen,  sita  (also  s&ta) ;  SA,  to  bind,  sita. 

II.  With  participles  in  1,  GA,  to  sing,  glta; 
DHA,  to  suck,  dhita;  PA,  to  drink,  pita;  SPHl, 
to  swell,  sphita;  SRA,  to  boil,  srtta  (also  srUta). 
This  root  SRA  points  back  to  S^  to  boih  HA, 
to  leave,  hina  (also  h&ta). 

The  same  change  of  final  &  to  t  and  I  accounts  also 
for  GBt  and  GEl,  to  grow  old,  as  derived  from  GJSi, 
and  for  (zRI,  to  approach,  if  derived  from  GJRy  to 
approach. 

(g)  Another  curious  change  is  that  of  final  6  and 

Iv,  as  in  MU  and  MIV,  GU  and  GIV,  SYU  and  SlV. 

(h)  Sometimes  final  &  varies  with  u,  as  in  Difi, 
DRl  and  DRU,  S^  and  SRU,  to  flow ;  SNA,  to 
bathe,  and  SNU,  to  flow ;  possibly  GA  and  6U,  to 
sing ;  PRA  and  PRU,  to  fill,  to  flow ;  possibly  DA 
and  DU;  see  Darmesteter,  De  conjugatione  verbi 
Dare,  p.  24. 

Mr.  Edgren  connects  even  YAM  and  YU,  which 
would  be  analogous  to  DRAM  and  DRU,  and  KAMP 
and  KUP;  but  when  he  goes  further  and  derives 
these  as  well  as  YAT  and  YVG  and  YUDH  from 
DAM,  I  doubt  whether  it  is  safe  to  follow  him. 

II.  Dialectic  Variety. 

Yet  all  these  phonetic  modifications  or  affections, 
all  the  changes,  in  fact,  which  could  safely  be  in- 
cluded under  the  comprehensive  name  of  Phonetic 
Change,  will  not  suffice  to  explain  everything  that 
has  to  be  explained;  nay,  some  even  of  the  phonetic 
affections  which  we  have  just  examined  may  require 
a  different  explanation  as  being  not  simply  phonetic 
We  must  here,  as  elsewhere,  have  recourse  to  Dia- 
lectic Variety,  as  the  second  force  which,  together 
with  Phonetic  Change,  has  helped  us  to  explain 
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most  of  the  riddles  in  the  life  of  language.  We 
must  also  be  prepared  for  a  certain  number  of  purely 
accidental  coincidences.  Thus,  because  TUD  and 
NUD  both  mean  to  push,  it  does  not  follow  that 
initial  T  and  N  are  interchangeable.  Nor  would 
TUG  and  TUiC,  both  meaning  to  drive,  warrant  us 
in  taking  (r,  K,  and  D  as  variants.  TRAP  means 
much  the  same  as  TRAS,  to  be  frightened,  but  this 
would  not  justify  us  in  treating  P  as  a  substitute  of 
S.  KfiG^  again,  has  much  the  same  meaning  as 
RA»(t,  to  colour,  but  whether  R  was  either  added 
or  dropped  is  a  different  question. 

Whatever  view  may  hereafter  be  taken  of  these 
and  similar  cases,  it  is  quite  clear  that  for  the 
present  they  cannot  serve  as  material  for  phonetic 
rules.  We  cannot  say  that  in  a  root  surd  and  sonant 
letters  may  interchange,  because  there  is  some 
similarity  between  SKD  and  5AT,  between  KLATH 
and  GRAnTH,  between  NADH  and  NATH.  Mr. 
Edgren  suggests  indeed  that  DUL,  to  raise,  might 
be  connected  with  TUL,  to  lift,  but  how,  he  does  not 
say,  nor  does  Dr.  Whitney,  who  silently  adopts  this 
suggestion,  improve  it  by  adding  '  doubtless.' 

In  GURD  and  GURDH,  d  and  dh  seem  to  be 
interchangeable,  in  RINKH  and  RING,  to  creep,  kh 
and  g ;  but  such  isolated  cases  can  never  justify  the 
admission  of  a  general  phonetic  rule.  Many  similar 
cases  might  be  mentioned  where  consonants  seem  to 
have  been  added,  or,  it  may  be,  dropped,  with  a 
certain  purpose,  but  so  sporadically  as  to  make  any 
general  conclusions  quite  impossible.  We  have 
spoken  already  of  the  final  as  in  BHYAS,  which 
has  been  matched  by  GM  and  GRAS,  BHA  and 
BHAS.  We  might  add  STU  and  STUBH ;  D^ 
and  DiRSf,  DA  and  J)kS ;  MLU-BT  and  MLUP,  SAA' 
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and   SAP;    KHI  and  KHID.      Or  initially  there 
might  seem  to  be  some  purpose  in  SKAmBH  and 
STAmBH,  in  iSKAmBH  and  KAmBH,  8KUT  and 
jnrUT ;  in  8KAM  and  ZAM.     But  all  such  com- 
binations are  extremely  uncertain.   Dr.  Edgren  com- 
pares SKATA  with  /SAM  rather  than  with  iCAM,  but 
phonetically  this  would  be  without  a  single  analogy  ^ 
Let  us  suppose  that  people  engaged  in  cracking 
bones,   breaking   stones,  or  felling  trees.     Primitive 
accompanied  these  and  similar  acts  by  the      iMaiectic 
sounds  of  KRA,  TEA,  or  PR  A,  that  is       ^*^- 
by  sounds  produced  by  a  firm  closing  and  sudden 
opening  of  the  chief  barriers  of  the  human  voice, 
the  throat,  the  teeth,  and  the  lips.      At  first  the 
variety  of  these  sounds  would  probably  have  been 
far  greater,  for  there  is  no  reason  why  the  inherent 
vowel  should  have  been  a  rather  than  i  or  u,  or 
why  the  r  should  have  been  pronounced  before  rather 
than  after  the  vowel.      We  might  thus  have  KLAR 
or  KRA,  TAR  or  TEA,  PAR  or  PRA ;  and  again 
KRA,  KRI,   KRU,  KAR,  KIR,  KUR,  etc.      The 
very  fact  that  roots  had  to  be  explained  as  sounds 
accompanying  the  acts  of  many  people  working  in 
common  would  explain  the  original  variety  of  such 
sounds,  a  variety  due  quite  as  much  to  the  actual 
variety  of  individual  sounds  as  to  the  more  or  less 
delicate  perception,  remembrance,  and  power  of  imi- 
tation possessed  by  diflferent  members  of  the  same 
gang.      No  doubt  every  one  of  these  sounds  was 
uttered  at  first  by  one  individual  only,  for  every- 
thing in  the  world  is  at  first  done  by  one  individual 
only;  but  that  individual  must  be  a  leader  of  men, 


*  I  see  that  Edgren  took  it  from  Boehtlingk  and  Roth's  Dic- 
tionary, Whitney,  as  usual,  from  Edgren. 
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and  the  true  leader  of  men  is  he  who  leads  while 
being  led.  From  the  process  of  leading  while  being 
led,  two  results  would  naturally  follow:  If  these 
sounds  were  to  answer  their  social  purpose,  that  is, 
if  they  were  to  be  understood,  it  was  necessary, 
either  that  one  individual  sound  should  in  the  end 
prevail  and  the  rest  vanish,  or  that  by  a  kind  of 
friction  and  compromise  the  various  sounds  which 
had  been  started  should  be  merged  into  one.  The 
result  in  both  cases  would  be  much  the  same ;  the 
fittest  sound  would  survive,  the  others  would  slowly 
vanish,  unless  they  could  be  made  to  answer  some 
new  and  special  purpose.  By  the  first  process,  that 
of  individual  selection,  we  could  quite  as  well  as 
by  composition  account  for  roots,  such  as  YUDH, 
to  fight,  YJJG,  to  join  (raanum  conserere),  being 
adopted,  because  they  happened  to  be  the  favourite 
terms  of  one  great  leader  of  men;  by  the  second 
process,  that  of  jjlionetic  generalisation,  the  existence 
of  such  a  root  as  YU,  to  join,  might  be  explained,  as 
being  the  most  neutralised  form  of  many  more  in- 
dividual sounds,  such  as  YUDH,  YXJG,  YAUT,  etc. 

All  this  is,  of  course,  purely  hypothetical,  and 
cannot  be  otherwise,  because  this  first  period  ia 
the  growth  of  roots  belongs  to  a  past  which  we 
can  reach  by  hypothesis  only.  All  we  can  do  is 
to  look  for  possibilities  by  which  the  realities  of  lan- 
guage can  be  explained,  though  always  keeping  our 
minds  open  for  new  explanations,  whether  adapted 
to  single  cases  only,  or  to  whole  classes  of  words. 
What  in  the  interest  of  true  science  we  have  to  guard 
against  is  that  by  positive  assertion  or  reiteration,  or 
even  by  wide  popularity,  one  theory  should  seem  to  be 
more  certain  tlian  anv  other;  in  fact,  that  we  should 
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drift  into  dogmatism.  I  do  not  deny  that  YUDH 
and  YJJG  may  be  explained  as  compounds  of  the 
root  YU  and  the  two  roots  DHA  and  GAN,  but 
I  cannot  shut  my  eyes  to  the  difficulties  of  admitting 
such  compounds,  nor  can  I  see  any  intelligible 
explanation  of  such  modificatory  consonants  as  final 
n,  t,  V,  d,  i,  all  of  which  are  likewise  admitted  by 
Mr.  Edgren  as  radical  suffixes  (see  also  Benfey, 
Grammatik  der  Sanskritsprache,  §  144,  iv).  I  there- 
fore keep  my  eyes  open  for  the  other  explanation, 
namely  that  out  of  a  large  number  of  individual 
or  occasional  sounds,  YUDH  and  YJJG  survived, 
because  used  by  a  powerful  man  or  by  a  powerful 
clan,  while  YU  survived  as  the  most  general  sound 
by  which  the  various  acts  of  joining  either  in  com- 
bat or  in  peaceful  work  had  been  expiessed.  These 
two  hypotheses  do  not  exclude,  they  rather  complete, 
one  another,  and  by  either  of  them  we  could  under- 
stand what  we  must  leam  to  understand,  namely 
the  existence  of  clusters  of  roots  some  of  which,  both 
in  form  and  meaning,  are  co-ordinate,  while  others 
are  clearly  subordinate. 

In  my  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language  (vol. 
iL  p.  347)  I  tried  to  show  what  I  mean  by  Root  m^r. 
a  cluster  of  roots,  selecting  for  that  purpose  the  root 
MiR  and  its  relatives.  There  are  two  ways  of  repre- 
senting the  genealogical  relationship  of  this  family 
of  roots.  We  can  either  look  upon  the  simplest 
form  M^  as  the  ancestor  of  all  the  rest,  or  we  may 
consider  it  as  simply  one  out  of  many  cognate  roots, 
though  perhaps  as  the  most  typical  representative 
of  the  whole  familv. 

In  the  first  case  our  stemma  would  be  something 
like  this: 
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M^,  to  crash,  to  die. 

; 

(m»l, 

mlA»)     : 

\ 

; 

to 

fade 

'■ 

UJRK   UJRKE  mAg    iAMN   UMD  M^DH  MiBSH       UJRS 

to  hart    topensh  to  polish  tocmfih   tomb  tomb  out  to  forget     to  stroke 

to  neglect.                 to  meditate 

(mmk,    (mtikh)                                 (mrad)                                     (mraknh. 

wluk,      to  fidnt                                   to  mb,                                       xmrkah. 

mlup)                                                    {mwd)                                      to  mb). 

to  perish,                                               to  soften, 

to  set.                                                     (mred) 

to  gladden. 

(mrit) 

to  crumble. 

In  the  second  case  we  might  represent  the  cluster 

in  the  following  way : 

"iAJRIC 

miJRS            m.JRIlS 

MiflSH 

M^                 UJRG 

M^DH 


MJRN 


UJKD. 

Besides  these  nine  roots  which  have  survived  in 
Sanskrit,  there  may  of  course  have  been  many  more 
which  became  useless  after  a  time  and  were  replaced 
by  others.  But  taking  those  which  have  survived, 
I  can  hardly  bring  myself  to  believe  that  they  are  all 
later  descendants  of  the  one  root  MiR.  Some  of  them 
may  be,  but  others  lend  themselves  far  more  naturally 
to  the  second  explanation,  namely  that  they  exhibit 
the  working  of  Dialectic  Growth,  and  represent  to 
us  the  few  remaining  trees  of  a  forest  which  may 
have  been  as  many  years  in  growing  as  it  was  in 
being  cleared  and  rendered  pervious  to  the  rays 
of  rational  thought. 


I  diBtingmsh  phonetic  varieties  by  small  letters. 
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The  same  remark  applies  to  other  clusters  of 
roots.  We  know  how  often  the  aspirated  The  SonAat 
mediae  H.  BH,  DH,  GH  vary  in  San-  Aspbrnt-, 
skrit  and  other  Aiyan  languages^  but  it  is  diffi- 
cult, and  in  many  cases  impossible,  to  determine 
whether  any  one  of  them  was  the  original  from 
which  the  others  were  derived,  or  whether  we  have 
to  admit  from  the  beginning  a  number  of  inde- 
pendent dialectic  varieties.  Thus  we  find  radical 
forms,  such  as  GIH,  GABH,  and  GADH ;  N AH, 
N ABH,  and  NADH ;  iSTJBH  and  SUTM ;  GALBH 
and  GiRDH ;  GKABH  and  GRAB ;  BMBH  and 
jyjRmH ;  SAH  and  SAGH  ;  RUH  and  RUDH.  In 
some  cases  the  transitions  from  one  into  the  other 
aspirate  are  so  common  as  to  fall  under  grammatical 
rules,  but  neither  phonetic  weakening  or  strengthening 
will  frdly  account  for  them  all. 

The  same  mixture  of  phonetic  change  and  dia- 
lectic variety  we  see  in  such  roots  as  DHUR, 
DHURV,  DHVAR,  DHVAL,  DHRU,  and  by 
their  side  HUR,  HVAR,  HVAL,  HRU,  and  even 
mjBKH. 

As  to  initial  modifications,  the  most  important 
one,  that  of  the  adding  or  dropping  of  the  initial  Modi- 
S,  has  been  treated  before  (see  p.  347).  In  fi»*wM. 
some  cases  this  S  seems  clearly  to  have  been  present, 
and  then  to  have  been  dropped,  but  in  other  cases  that 
view  is  hardly  tenable,  while  dialectic  variety  would 
account   far  better  for  the   facts,  such  as  we  find 

them. 

The  initial  s,  however,  has  produced  some  other 
modifications  in  roots  which,  though  they  have  been 
treated  by  Kuhn  and  Ascoli,  deserve  to  be  con- 
sidered here,  particularly  as  they  seem   to   me  to 
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admit  of  a  simpler  explanation  than  those  proposed 
by  my  illustrious  predecessors  ^ 

In  many  cases  a  root  beginning  in  the  other  Aryan 
languages  with  sk,  appears  in  Sanskrit  with  kh. 
Sanskrit  is  not  fond  of  initial  sk,  nor  of  st  and 
sp.  With  initial  sk  the  most  important  roots  are 
SKAmBH,  to  support,  SKAND,  to  jump,  and  SKU, 
to  cover,  while  with  the  European  members  of  the 
Aryan  family  sk  is  a  very  favourite  initial.  We  can 
watch  the  phonetic  process  in  Sanskrit.  We  find, 
first  of  all,  the  usual  dropping  of  the  initial  s,  as 
in  KHAL  and  SKHAL,  to  stumble,  KHAD  and 
SKHAD,  to  strike,  to  be  firm.  Here  the  aspiration 
of  the  k  seems  clearly  due  to  the  permanent  influence 
of  the  preceding  s,  which  has  exercised  a  similar 
influence  in  STHA  for  STA,  stare,  in  STHAG,  to 
cover,  compared  with  (rriyoo  and  tego ;  in  SPHA, 
to  swell,  compared  with  (nrdco ;  in  SPHUR,  to 
tremble,  to  sparkle,  compared  with  a-Tralpto. 

Under  certain  circumstances,  owing  possibly  to  the 
nature  of  the  following  vowel,  this  kh,  originally  sk, 
becomes  palatalised.  Thus  we  find  KHlDy  to  cut, 
for  skid,  Lat.  scindo ;  KHAD,  to  cover,  for  skad, 
from  which  we  have  also  Sk.  A;%adman,  fraud  ; 
KHJJB,,  to  scratch,  for  KHUR,  to  scratch,  from  which 
khurikSi,  razor,  connected  with  a-KvWwy  Lith.  skurSt, 
hide,  ^vpov,  razor.  Khura  also,  generally  meaning 
hoof,  is  quoted  in  the  sense  of  razor. 

^  Ascoli  appeals  for  analogies  to  Prakrit  and  Pali,  where  initial 
8  is  often  changed  to  h  and  placed  after  the  following  explosive 
or  nasal  consonant;  e.g.  asti  becomes  atthi,  asnii  (a)mhi.  I 
look  upon  these  Pi^kritic  instances  as  ))arallel  illustraticna  of 
phonetic  processes  in  Sanskrit,  but  I  shall  be  able  to  show  that 
Sanskrit  itself  supplies  all  that  is  necessary  to  account  for  the 
transition  of  sk  to  A;/;  A. 
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But  this  is  not  all.  There  is  a  further  change  from 
sk  or  skh  to  ks,  for  we  cannot  doubt  that  kshurikd, 
razor,  and  kshura,  ^vp6v,  is  connected  with  A:%urik& 
(i.  e.  skurik&) ;  and  in  the  same  manner,  that  KSHAi\^, 
to  scathe,  to  injure,  is  connected  with  KHAN,  to  dig, 
originally  SKAN.  Thus  we  find  by  the  side  of 
SKHAD  and  KHAD,  to  strike,  a  third  form  KSHAD, 
meaning  to  cut,  to  divide,  which  may  be  connected, 
though,  I  admit,  the  connection  is  doubtful.  In 
khancZa,  a  division,  a  share,  the  lingual  character 
may  be  due  to  the  former  presence  of  sh  in  ksh, 
unless,  with  Fick,  we  connect  it  with  SKAB  and 
SKARD,  to  break- 
In  this  way  we  get  the  following  possible  varieties 
of  an  original  SK,  namely  SK  (K),  SKH,  KH,  KH, 
KSH.  All  this  is  intelh'gible  phonetically,  and  the 
other  Aryan  languages  offer  confirmatory  analogies. 
The  pronunciation  ks  for  sk  is  no  more  than  a 
phonetic  illusion,  which  appears  dialectically  in 
Greek  <rKi(pa  and  ^<</)a,  the  steel  in  a  plane  ;  (tk'k^o^ 
and  ^/<^oy,  sword,  in  0.  H.  G.  wefsa  for  vespa,  and 
in  English  to  ask,  and  to  ax,  and  vice  vers &,  Italian 
la  SCO  for  laxo.  Ascoli  points  out  kh  as  a  substi- 
tute for  sk  in  Sk.  yknkh,  as  compared  with  O.  H.  G. 
wunsc,  wish ;  in  Sk.  i^^^ati,  as  compared  with 
0-H.  G.  eiscon,  and  likewise  in  so-called  inchoative 
words,  as  ga2;A;Aati,  /Sao-icei,  etc.  The  transition  from 
sk  to  kkh  would  pass  through  skh,  skh  (preserved 
in  the  KSi^aka  spelling)  to  kkh  ;  or  from  sk  to  ak 
(preserved  in  M4gadhi),  skh  and  kkh  (see  Ascoli, 
Vorlesungen,  p.  178).  The  former  existence  of  skh 
seems  to  be  indicated  likewise  by  such  derivatives 
as  pra8-na  from  a  stem  praA;^^.  If  this  stem  had 
been    praA;^A,   a    derivative  formed   by   na  would 
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have  been  prak-na  or  prag-na,  while  the  fact 
that  it  is  pra8-na  shows  the  former  existence  of 
a  penultimate  s. 

What  is  more  difficult  to  explain  is  the  repre- 
sentation of  ks  by  kt  and  kr  in  Greek.  There 
can  be  little  doubt  that  Greek  ktov  corresponds 
to  Sk  KSHAiV,  but  this  represents  a  more  original 
SKAN  and  KHAN.  Thus  riksha,  bear,  is  repre- 
sented by  Latin  ur(c)sus,  but  Greek  apKrog;  tak- 
shan  by  riicTcov;  KSHI,  to  kill,  by  ten.  Such  a 
transition,  however,  of  s  into  t  is  very  difficult  pho- 
netically. As  to  kr  representing  ks,  the  change 
might  be  more  easily  accounted  for,  but  the  instances 
themselves  are  not  beyond  the  reach  of  doubt ;  for 
instance,  KSHI,  to  rule,  in  uru-kshaya,  widely- 
ruling,  Gr.  evpvKpelcop  ;  kshiprd^  quick,  and  Kpanrvo^  ; 
kshana  and  Kpovo^;  kshdpas,  night,  and  Lat. 
crepus-culum^  The  difficulty  of  admitting  a 
phonetic  correspondence  between  Sanskrit  ks  and 
Greek  kt  was  felt  so  much  that  some  scholars  pre- 
ferred to  look  upon  the  Greek  kt  as  the  original, 
and  the  Sanskrit  ks  as  the  secondary  form.  But 
this  would  cause  still  greater  difficulties.  We  saw 
that  the  Sanskrit  ks  represents  in  many  cases  an 
earlier  sk,  and  if  the  sk  stood  for  tk,  we  should  have 
to  admit  an  initial  group,  t  and  k,  which  is  opposed 
to  the  phonetic  genius  of  most  of  the  Aryan  lan- 
guages. Even  kt,  which  Greek  tolerates,  is  impos- 
sible initially  in  Sanskrit  as  well  as  in  Latin.  We 
must  therefore  retain  the  phonetic  changes  in  the 
succession  suggested  above,  sk,  skh,  kh,  kh,  ksfa, 
and  possibly  Greek  kt  and  Kp. 


*  See  CurtiuB,  Grundztlge,  p.  705. 
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If  this  phonetic  law  is  once  recognised,  we  are 
able  to  classify  a  number  of  roots,  apparently  widely 
separated  from  each  other  : — 

(i)  KHA(t  is  mentioned  as  a  root  meaning  to 
shake,  to  pound;  from  it  kha^&,  a  whisk,  and 
kha^ik&,  a  spoon  (coch-lear),  kha^a,  fight,  etc. 
Here  the  Teutonic,  languages  give  us  A.S.  scencan, 
to  shake,  to  swing;  O.N.  skaka,  to  swing,  etc.  It 
might  be  possible  also  to  derive  from  this  root,  or 
the  next,  the  name  of  the  goat,  as  the  jumping 
animal,  Sk.  kh&g2Ly  goat, 

(2)  KHAJVG,  to  limp,  is  probably  a  modification 
of  the  preceding  root,  and  appears  in  O.N.  skakkr^ 
skew,  wry,  and  in  Greek  as  o-ica^w  for  skag-yo.  If 
unprotected  by  s,  initial  k  would  follow  Grimm's 
Law,  and  appear  as  h  in  O.H.G.  h  inch  an,  to  halt. 

(3)  KHA-fii  is  given  as  a  root  in  Sanskrit  with  the 
meaning  of  coming  forth,  appearing,  and  has  been 
traced  in  the  O.N.  skaga,  to  jut  out,  and  skagi,  a 
low  cape  or  ness,  Vorsprung,  Even  the  O.H.G, 
gi^scehan,  to  happen,  in  German  vorkommen, 
may  spring  from  the  same  source,  as  well  as  the 
Old  Slav,  skakati,  to  spring,  to  dance. 

(4)  KHAD  is  given  as  a  Sanskrit  root  meaning 
to  strike,  and  to  be  firm,  two  meanings  which  seem 
very  distant,  but  which  may  be  accounted  for,  if  we 
consider  that  what  is  being  struck  becomes  firm\  The 
same  root  has  also  the  meaning  of  chewing  assigned 
to  it,  which  is  in  fact  the  principal  meaning  of  the 
Sanskrit  root  ELHAD.  A  third  root  KHID  means 
to  squeeze,  to  depress,  and,  as  a  neuter,  to  be  de- 
pressed ;   a  fourth  KSHAD  means  to  cut,  to  divide. 


*  See  p.  382. 
B   b 
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to  eat ;  a  fifth  SKHAD,  to  strike,  to  be  firm,  to  be 
depressed. 

These  five  roots,  SKHAD,  KHAD,  KHAD,  KHID, 
KSHAD,  may  be  traced  in  the  following  words  : — 

(a)  Chewing:  c6na,  from  Sabine  scesna  for  sced- 
na;  Lith.  kd,ndu,  to  bite ;  Zend  skenda,  breach. 

(b)  Pressing,  being  depressed :  k^Sw,  I  torment ; 
K^SojULaty  I  am  sorrowful ;  Lith.  skaud,  to  torment. 

(c)  Striking,  dividing :    (tkcl^w^  to  tear,  to  open  ; 

(rxeSa^oDf  a-KeSavvv/ii  and  KeSavvvjun,  a-KiSvafiaiy  to  scatter  ; 

scandula,  scindnla;  Goth.  skatts\  piece  of  money 
(cf.  Kepfia  and  m  inn  turn).  It  would  be  dij£cu1t 
to  trace  to  this  root  words  like  O.H.G,  scaddu, 
schaden,  A.S.  sceathan^  Goth,  gaskathjan.  They 
presuppose  a  final  t,  and  would  have  to  be  treated 
as  derived  from  kshata,  a  participle  of  KSHAZV, 
like  8fi,tayati  from  «&ta,  a  participle  of  SA. 

(5)  KHAD,  to  cover,  Zend  8A:ad,  to  cheat,  Sk. 
X;%adman,  fraud,  cas-trum,  casa,  cassis.  On  root 
SKLA  in  o-iria,  o-iro-roy,  a-Kti-^^,  Goth.  skadus,  shade, 
o-ircVap,  etc.,  see  Curtius,  p.  1 68  ;  Ascoli,  Vorlesungen, 

p.  172. 

(6)  KHAN,  to  dig,  to  destroy,  seems  a  parallel 

root  of  KSHAiV;  to  hurt,  to  kill  (see  also  18,  KHk). 
The  corresponding  form  in  Greek  is  Krap  (also  rra) 
and  KTcvy  in  «:t«V«,  ktovo^j  where  the  transition  of  ks 
into  kt  is  diflBcult*.  Possibly  the  later  form  icaiW 
is  in  reality  more  primitive,  and  the  insertion  of  t 
should  be  explained  as  in  tttoXip  for  iroXi^,  and  in 
KTcScov,  a  split,  from  o-kcS,  kcS.  The  Greek  orKaTrrw, 
to  dig,  a'Ka(^ev<o,  to  dig,  are  secondary  forms. 


'  But  see  Schrader,  Handelsgeschichte,  p.  116. 
'  CurtiuB,  p.  698. 
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(7)  SKAND,  to  jump,  up  or  dowD,  rise  or 
fall,  Greek  a-xa^oo,  to  fall,  Lat.  scando,  descendo. 
Probably  Sk.  ArAandas,  metre,  belongs  to  this  root^ 
A  parallel  form  may  be  SKUND,  to  jump,  and 
KSHUD,  to  crush,  and  also  to  shake,  from  which 
to  shoot. 

(8)  KSHAP  exists  as  KSHAP  and  KSHIP.  In 
Sanskrit  KSHAP  means  to  throw;  the  more  common 
form  is  KSHIP.  In  Greek  we  have  a-Ka-Tr  or  a-Kairrfo, 
to  dig,  but  that  belongs  to  the  cluster  SKA,  SBLA.N, 
and  KHAN.  We  have  a-K^irra)  and  a-KifiTrrta,  which 
mean,  however,  to  rest,  the  Latin  niti,  and  not  to 
throw,  except  in  such  derivatives  as  crKrprro^,  thunder- 
bolt. ^tJTrrpov,  staff,  sceptre,  may  have  been  ori- 
ginally either  what  was  thrown  or  what  we  rest 
on,  like  Lat.  scip-io.  The  Greek  a-KcoTmo,  to  scoff, 
meant  originally  to  throw  or  to  insult.  In  Sanskrit 
kshapanyu  is  insult,  and  kship  is  used  in  the 
sense  of  insulting.  If  so,  it  would  account  also  for 
the  German  Schimpf  and  Schampf,  meaning  both 
joking  and  scoffing. 

(9)  The  root  SKAmBH,  to  rest,  to  prop,  comes 
often  in  its  derivatives  very  near  to  the  root  SKAP. 
Thus  scamnum,  bench,  may  be  derived  from  either, 
though  scabellum  points  to  SK  A mBH.  Another 
root,  STAmBH,  to  prop,  which  in  Greek  appears 
both  as  cTTefKp  and  (rre/xjS,  has  often  been  claimed 
as  closelv  related  to  SKABH  \ 

(10)  Though  the  origin  of  Sk.  khiySij  shadow,  is  not 
clear  (see  5,  KH AJ)\  still  after  what  we  have  seen, 
of  the  true  nature  of  an  initial  kh  in  Sanskrit,  its 


^  Chips,  i.  p.  84  ;  Rig-veda  Samhiti,  p.  cii. 
'  Kohn  in  Kuhi^^s  Zeitschrifl,  i.  139  ;  iv.  32. 

B  b   2 
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identity  with  Greek  a-Kid,  shadow,  o-iroToy,  dark,  can- 
not be  doubted.  Others  have  thought  of  the  root 
KHYA,  but  this,  according  to  native  grammarians, 
stands  for  KSA,  a  secondary  form  of  KAjS.  See  also 
2i,SKU. 

(ii)  SKHAL,  to  tremble  (cf.  17),  also  KHAL, 
and  possibly  connected  with  them  iAala,  fraud,  Lat. 
seel  us.  Curtius  admits  a  kind  of  relationship  with 
tri^aXXo),  Sk.  SPHAL,  O.H.G.  fallan,  to  fall;  Fick 

compares  a-Kalpw^  to  jump,  crKipraoo^  etc. 

(12)  The  root  KiR,  to  do,  was  originally  SKiR,  to 
cut,  to  shape,  to  make.  We  can  trace  back  to  it 
the  Prakrit  kalpani,  scissors,  Greek  Kelpw,  to  cut,  to 
shear,  o-zcaXXco,  to  shear,  O.H.G.  see  ran,  shears,  and 
scar.  The  Sk.  khara,  thorn,  and  Greek  o-icoXox/^, 
thorn,  may  likewise  be  referred  to  this  root.  The 
root  KiR  (krinkti  and  krmoti)  is  also  quoted  in  the 
sense  of  hurting  and  killing. 

(13)  SKiRP,  a  derivative  of  the  preceding,  to 
cut;  Lat.  scalpo  and  sculpo;  Lith.  kerpti,  to  shear. 
Sharp  has  been  traced  to  the  same  cluster,  but 
doubtfully. 

(14)  SKiR  and   K-^,  to  pour   out,   to   scatter  ; 

Kepdvvvfii^  to  mix. 

(15)  KHARG,  to  creak,  to  scratch,  K€pj(w,  to  be  or 
to  make  drv,  hoarse. 

(16)  KHARDy  to  vomit,  a-KopSivaaOai,  to  gape,  to 
retch;  Old  Slav,  ska redii,  repulsive. 

(17)  KURD,  to  spring  (c£  11,  SKHAL),  KHOA 
to  limp,  KopSa^  and  a-KopSa^^  a  dance;  M.H.G. 
scherzen,  to  jump,  Ital.  scherzare. 

(18)  KHk  (cf.  6,  KHAN),  to  cut,  AAavi,  skin; 
Zend  sk&,  skyaiti,  to  cut,  skata,  hollow;  <rxa«D,  to 
slit,  see  a")(a^<io;  /c^roy,  hollow.     This   KHK,  if  for 
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SKA,  may  be  tranced  back  to  a  root  SAK,  to  cut, 
in  secare^ 

(19)  KJSID,  to  split,  Zend  skid,  a-KiS-vfifn,  crx/^«, 
scindo  ;  Lith.  skeda,  splinter  ;  cf.  4,  KHAD. 

(20)  KU,  with  4,  to  see,  to  consider ;  kavi,  poet ; 
icofoy,  seeing,  knowing;  cavdre(?);  Goth,  skavas, 
seeing,  in  us-skavas,  provident. 

(21)  SKU,  to  cover,  ctkvto^  and  iciJro?,  hide; 
scutum,  shield;  A.S.  sciia,  shade,  and  sky,  origin- 
ally cloud. 

(22)  irirUK,  to  scratch,  also  KHUR;  o-zci/XXo),  to 
skin;  scortum,  hide;  Lith.  skurk,  hide;  Sk.  hliMTkj 
lime  ;  a-Kvpo^,  chipping  of  stone ;  Sk.  kshura,  khura, 
kshurikft,  razor,  ^vp6v. 

(23)  Sk.  kshupa,  kshumpa,  iAupa,  shrub,  bush, 
scopae,  A.S.  scedf. 

There  still  remain  three  roots  beginning  with 
palatal  sk  or  i,  namely  SKANJ)  and  ZAND,  to  be 
bright,  SKAM.  and  iiAM,  to  sip,  to  swallow,  and 
SKTJT  and  iCUT,  to  fall,  to  drop.  The  first  root 
shows  its  s  in  the  intensive  form  A;ani-8A:and,  and  in 
compounds  such  as  Harisiandra,  etc.  Without  the 
s  we  find  it  in  A;andra,  bright,  moon,  Lat.  candere, 
Gr.  ^avdo^. 

The  root  8KAM  seems  to  exist  in  Sanskrit  onlv, 
under  its  double  form  of  SKAM  and  JSTAM. 

The  third  root  is  given  by  Sanskrit  grammarians 
as  SKVT  and  SKYVT,  and  J^JT  and  KYVT.  It 
must  not  be  confounded  with  JTYU,  to  move,  which 
in  Sanskrit  shows  no  initial  8,  though  the  parallel, 


*  See  before,  p.  357  ;  and  Ascoli,  VorlesungeD,  p.  173,  who 
compares  likewise  scio,  to  know,  originally  to  distinguish,  to 
divide,  to  decide  (Lat.  de+caedo). 


374  SEVENTH   CHAPTER. 

but  unauthenticated  root,  KHYU^  might  be  used  to 
prove  its  former  existence. 

We  thus  see  that  although  it  is  possible  to  gather 
Residuum  of  a  Dumber  of  roots,  given  by  native  gram- 
reai  Roots,  marians  as  independent  roots,  into  large 
clusters,  their  actual  relationship  often  remains  a 
problem  diflScult  to  solve.  Is  KHK,  to  cut,  to  be 
derived  from  a  root  SAK,  to  cut,  which  does  not  exist 
in  Sanskrit  at  aU,  but  which  may  have  existed  in  the 
Ursprache,  and  which  by  processes,  well  supported 
by  analogy,  may  have  been  changed  from  SAK  ta 
SKl,  from  SKl  to  KHl  (kh^ta)  and  KHk  (A:Mta)? 
Or  is  it  better  to  accept  KHK  {khi),  in  Sanskrit  at 
least,  as  an  independent  root  1  It  is  very  difficult,  as 
I  said  before,  to  discover  in  every  case  sure  criteria  for 
dividing  simultaneous  varieties  from  successive  modi- 
fications, and  I  feel  very  doubtful,  therefore,  whether, 
for  the  present  at  least,  we  should  go  so  far  as  Mr. 
Edgren.  I  can  follow  him  down  to  789  roots,  or, 
deducting  the  roots  iSAD,  BHAiV,  and  AT,  to  792 
roots.  Few  scholars  would  hesitate  at  present  to  treat 
such  roots  as  PA,  to  drink,  and  PI,  to  swell,  SADH, 
to  accomplish,  SIDH,  to  be  accomplished,  KA«(t,  to 
colour,  and  KA(x,  to  shine,  and  again  all  roots  like 
MAN  and  MNA  as  primary  and  secondary,  MNA 
being  actually  derived  from  MAN,  KA(?  from  RA»ff 
or  RAG^,  Pi  from  PA.  But  I  decidedly  prefer  to  treat 
other  roots,  which  Mr.  Edgren  considers  as  derivative, 
as  parallel  varieties,  particularly  as  most  of  those 
which  he  calls  derivative  occur  simultaneously  in  the 
earliest  literary  documents,  while  many  of  them  can 
be  proved  to  have  existed  even  before  the  Aryan 
separation. 

In  several  cases  I  doubt  altogether  the  relationship 
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of  the  roots  which  he  classes  together.  I  do  not  see 
how  NARD,  to  roax,  could  have  become  NAD,  to 
sound,  though  NAD  may  be  related  to  NAND,  to 
rejoice.  Still  less  can  I  follow  him  when  he  tries 
to  connect  YUG,  YUDH,  and  YU  with  YAM  and 
DAM,  though  I  know  quite  well  what  analogies  he 
has  in  his  mind.  Mr.  Edgren  is  himself  fully  aware 
of  the  uncertainty  of  many  of  his  conclusions,  and, 
like  a  true  scholar,  he  warns  his  readers  »gainst 
trusting  too  implicity  in  the  reduction  of  the  San- 
skrit roots  which  he  has  carried  out.  From  the  789 
(792)  roots  which  remained  at  the  end  of  his  last 
census,  he  deducts  156,  which  I  should  generally 
allow  to  be  cognate,  but  not  necessarily  erivative. 
This  leaves  633  roots.  From  these  he  deducts  a  new 
list  of  what  he  calls  *  varied  developments  of  some 
lost  elementary  roots,'  leaving  587  roots.  With 
regard  to  this  last  list,  the  only  question  is  whether 
we  must  really  admit  with  Mr.  Edgren  the  former 
existence  of  such  primitive  elementary  roots,  or 
whether  it  is  not  far  preferable  to  treat  roots  like 
KAM  and  KAN,  TJJG  and  TUD,  as  the  natural 
effects  of  what  I  call  Dialectic  Growth  in  roots.  I  do 
not  see  how  it  follows  that,  because  SUK,  to  shine, 
jS^BH,  to  shine,  and  STJDH,  to  purify,  leave  the 
impression  of  being  cognate  roots,  there  must  have 
been  an  original  SV,  from  which  they  were  all 
derived.  Nor  can  I  bring  myself  to  see  more  than 
accident  in  the  fact  that  a  number  of  roots  endiixg 
in  m,  such  as  AM,  KEAM,  DRAM,  BHRAM,  express 
motion,  while  others  ending  in  n  express  sound, 
e.g.  TAN,  DHVAN,  BHAN,  RAN,  SVAN.  It  seems 
on  the  contrary  as  if  final  m  and  n  were  often  inter- 
changeable in  roots.    Thus  we  find  BLAM,  KAN,  and 
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KA,  to  love,  to  rejoice ;  RAM  and  'RAN,  to  rejoice  ; 
GAM,  GA,  and  Greek  BAN,  Lat.  ven-io,  to  go*.  The 
character  of  a  root,  if  we  may  say  so,  would  seem 
to  be  embodied  in  the  initial  rather  than  in  the  final 
part,  though  even  here  most  of  our  observations  are 
very  questionable.  It  has  been  remarked,  for  instance, 
that  roots  beginning  with  ku  are  mostly  expressive 
of  sound.  So  they  are.  We  find  in  the  Dh4tup3/Aa 
KU,  KUZ,  KUG,  KUiV,  KUD,  KUTS,  KUP,  KTJS, 
to  say  nothing  of  KSHU,  KRU/Sf,  KNU,  KVAiV,  etc.. 
all  expressive  of  some  kind  of  sound.  But  there  are 
other  roots  beginning  with  ku  which  convey  nothing, 
as  far  as  we  can  judge,  connected  with  sound,  so  that 
this  argument  also  would  not  carry  us  very  far-. 
I  quite  understand  Mr.  Edgren  when  he  says  that  a 
more  vigorous  dealing  with  this  subject  would  con- 
siderably reduce  the  number  of  587  roots,  but  I  am 
afraid  that  the  vigour  which  we  should  have  to  employ 
for  that  purpose  might  lead  us  to  where  it  has  led 
other  scholars  who,  like  Dr.  Murray,  imagined  that 
they  could  derive  our  language  from  nine  roots,  AG, 
BAG,  CWAG,  DWAG,  LAG,  MAG,  NAG,  RAG, 
SWAG,  or  who,  like  Dr.  Schmidt,  traced  the  whole 
Greek  dictionarv  back  to  the  root  E,  and  the  whole 
Latin  dictionary  back  to  the  root  HP. 

With  all  these  reservations,  however,  I  do  not  in 
the  least  intend  to  detract  from  the  high  merit  of 
the  work  which  Mr.  Edgren  has  carried  out,  and 
which  seems  to  me  to  mark  a  decided  advance 
beyond  what  had  been  achieved  in  the  same  direction 


*  AecoH,  Due  recenti  Lettere  glottologiche,  1886,  p.  62. 

•  See  before,  p.  310. 

^  M.  M.,  Lect.  S.  L.,  vol.  i.  p.  441. 
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by  such  eminent  scholars  as  Benfey,  Pott,  and 
Curtius.  Wbetlier  we  shall  have  to  admit  in  the 
end  looo  authenticated  roots,  or  992,  or  880,  or 
816,  or  633,  or  587,  the  marvellous  fact  remains 
that  out  of  this  small  number  of  roots  the  whole 
wealth  of  the  Sanskrit  language  has  been  elaborated, 
and  that  the  problem  of  the  origin  of  the  Sanskrit 
language — and  to  a  certain  degree  of  all  the  Aryan 
languages — is  solved,  if  we  can  give  an  intelligible 
account  of  the  origin  of  this  small  number  of  predica- 
tive roots,  together  with  the  few  demonstrative  or 
pronominal  elements  which  were  employed  for  the 
derivation  of  verbal  and  nominal  forms.  I  call  this 
a  marvellous  fact,  because  it  would  have  sounded 
incredible  to  men  such  as  Plato  and  Aristotle,  nay, 
even  to  Descartes  and  Spinoza,  and  it  seems  to  me 
to  mark  a  new  dawn  not  only  in  the  Science  of 
Language,  but  likewise  in  the  Science  of  Thought. 

We  have  still  to  consider  a.  large  class  of  roots 
contained  in  P&niui's  Db^tupSiAa,  which  Unauthenti- 
have  not  hihterto  been  authenticated  at  ca*«ii^*«- 
all.  Their  number  amounts  to  about  1 100,  and  would 
be  considerably  higher,  if  every  root  to  which  two 
incompatible  meanings  are  assigned  were  treated  as 
two.  These  roots  have  been  carefully  examined  by 
Mr.  Edgren,  and  the  conclusions  at  which  he  has 
arrived  seem  to  me  in  most  cases  very  sound.  He 
points  out  that  whereas  with  few  exceptions  all 
authenticated  roots  are  surrounded  by  a  large  family 
of  words,  few  of  these  unauthenticated  roots — only 
about  150  out  of  about  1000 — have  proved  fertile 
at  all,  and  even  in  their  case  their  offspring  seems 
often  spurious.  He  likewise  remarks  that  very  few 
of  them  occur  with    prepositions   in  Sanskrit,  and 
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that  still  fewer  can  be  traced  in  any  of  the  other 
Aryan  languages  \  He  shows  that  there  is  a 
certain  method  in  multiplying  roots,  and  he  hints 
that  after  a  time  grammarians  may  have  taken 
a  certain  pride  in  adding  new  roots  to  those  already 
collected  by  others.  Still,  admitting  all  this,  this 
large  number  of  roots  not,  or  not  yet,  authenticated 
is  startling,  and  it  is  but  natural  that  scholars 
should  be  unwilling  to  brand  them  all  as  mere 
figments.  Even  if  many  of  them  should  be  mere 
grammatical  figments,  they  are  still  interesting  as 
showing  that  P&nini  and  his  predecessors  believed 
rather  in  the  co-ordinate  than  in  the  subordinate 
character  of  roots,  and  were  therefore  ready  to  admit 
a  vast  dialectic  growth  of  roots  rather  than  the 
creation  of  one  typical  root,  changed  afterwards  by 
modificatory  suflSxes.  Nothing  is  more  dangerous  to 
a  scholar  than  to  find  his  own  theories  unexpectedly 
confirmed.  Having  myself  postulated  the  existence 
of  every  possible  variety  of  roots,  I  confess  that 
finding  in  P&wini  such  strings  of  roots  as  TUP, 
TUMP,  TUMB,  TUBH,  TUMPH,  TURV,  TRUP, 
or  ARB,  KARB,  KHARB,  GARBH,  GHARB, 
^ARB,  TARB,  NARB,  PARB,  BARB,  MARB, 
LARB,  SARB,  SHARB,  SARB,  I  kept  up  a  Knger- 
ing  belief  that  after  all  these  roots  might  have  been 
deduced  from  real  words,  lost  to  us,  because  not 
employed  in  literature,  but  familiar  to  P4nini  and 
his  predecessors  from  their  intercourse  with  people 
belonging  to  diflferent  parts  of  India,  to   different 

^  Fick  in  his '  Worterbuch  der  Indo-germanischen  Sprachen'  traces 
450  of  the  authenticated  Sanskrit  roots  in  other  Arjan  languages, 
but  only  80  of  the  unauthenticated,  and  many  of  these  yery 
doubtfullv. 
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villages,  different  schools^  different  castes,  trades,  and 
families.  But  after  reading  Mr.  Edgren's  remarks 
even  that  lingering  belief  has  been  much  shaken, 
and  I  cannot  resist  the  conviction  that  most  of  these 
unauthenticated  roots  are  the  result  of  a  grammatical 
theory  rather  than  of  a  careful  analysis  of  actual 
words. 

These  changes  of  form  possess  their  own  peculiar 

interest,  and  thev  must  often  be  settled  first,  before 

we   can   attempt    to    disentangle    the  changes    of 

meaning  with  any  degree  of  certainty.     Thus,  if  we 

want  to  know  whether  the  original  meaning  of  tZ) 

was  to  beg  or  to  honour,  we  must  try  to  find  out 

what  phonetic  changes  are  presupposed  by  the  form 

ID.     The  lingual  d  postulates  the  previous  existence 

of  an  r,  the  long  1  points  back,  as  in  1G  and  ACr, 

\S  and  A>Sf,  to  a  more  primitive  a.     Thus  we  arrive 

at  AKD  as  an  earlier  form  of  LD,  and  this  AKD 

means  to  hurt,  to  torment,  fatigare  precibus,  i.  e* 

to  importune,  thus  showing  that   IZ)   must   have 

meant  originally  to  implore,  before  it  came  to  mean 

to  honour  ^     Whether  we  may  go  a  step  further  and 

derive  MJ)  from  iR,  to  move,  to  stir,  is  a  question 

which  I  should  not  venture  to  decide,  at  all  events 

not  in  the  sense  that  MD  was  derived  from  M  by 

means  of  a  sufiix  D. 

So  again,  if  we  wish  to  know  how  such  a  concept 
as  lord  and  master,  or  to  be  a  lord  and  master,  to 

^  Boehtlingk  (Z.  D.  M.  O.  xxxix.  p.  533)  connects  \d  with 
ifih,  to  wifib,  and  compares  pU  and  pish,  which  Benfey  derives 
from  pi  and  sad;  Grammatik  der  Sanskritspr.  §  142,  iii.  If  we 
identify  d  withi,  we  might  compare  mish  and  mil,  but  otherwise 
I  see  no  analogy  for  a  transition  of  sh  into  d.  Mil  points  to 
mith,  piff  to  pindf  and  pibd,  all  very  obscure  formations 
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nile  and  govern,  was  elaborated,  we  should  grope 
very  much  in  the  dark,  unless  we  knew  that  such 
a   root   as    tS,   to    rule   (Goth,  aigan,  to  possess, 
Anglo-Saxon  agan,  to  owe),  and  the  substantive  l«a, 
lord,  may  be  traced  back  to  the   root   A/S,  which 
means  to  reach,  to  obtain.     This  root  had  probably 
at  first  a  less  general  meaning,  and  we  find  it  used 
in  Sanskrit  as  as-n&-ti,  he  obtains  his  portion,  he 
eats,  and  as-no-ti,  he  obtains  a   share,  and   with 
nasalisation    as    AmS,   from    which    aw«a,   a   part. 
From  this  root  AS  we  obtain  not  only  IS,  to  rule, 
but  likewise  a  desiderative  root  AKSH,  to  reach, 
perhaps  originally  to  wish  or  to  strive  to  reach,  and 
by  again  changing  a  to  1,  iKSH,  literally  to  reach 
after,  then  to  see  or  to  perceive.     In  akshi,  the  eye, 
the  same  meaning  has  been  anticipated,  on  the  sup- 
position that  akshi   means  eye,  because  it  meant 
originally  the  searcher  or  groper,  just  as  netram 
means  eye,  because  originally  it  meant  the  leader, 
from  NI,  to  lead.     It  is  most  tempting,  no  doubt,  to 
go  a  step  further,  and  with  Mr.  Edgren  to  take  NAiS', 
to  reach,  as  a  derivative  form  of  AS.    Nor  do  I  deny 
that  it  may  be  possible  to  explain  the  initial  n  of 
NAS  and  NAH  as  the  effect  of  nasalisation.  If  AmS 
was  under  certain  circumstances  pronounced  ANAiS, 
that  form  may  have  become  permanent  (see  p.  347, 
note  4).     Frequent  reduplicated  forms,  too,  such  us 
ftnase,  etc.,  may  have  led   to  the   formation   of  a 
new  root  'NAS.     But  until  we  can   give  a  really 
satisfactory  account  of  the  accretion  or  the  dropping 
of  the  initial  n,  we  ought  to  wait,  and  be  satisfied 
to  treat  NA^  as  an  independent  root  which  survived 
in  the  struggle  for  existence  by  the  same  inherent 
power  which  gave  permanence  to  A^  and  AmS. 
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With  regard  to  the  meaning  of  roots  P&nini  is 
a  useful,  though  not  always  a  safe  guide.  Meaning  of 
His  explanations  of  the  meaning  of  every  ^<^^- 
root  have  perhaps  been  somewhat  unfairly  criticised 
by  those  who  expected  more  from  him  than  the  old 
Indian  grammarian  ever  intended  to  give.  His  object 
seems  to  have  been  no  more  than  to  give  a  general 
and  approximate  definition  of  every  root,  without 
attempting  an  exhaustive  account  of  all  its  meanings, 
still  less  a  psychological  analysis  of  the  development 
of  these  meanings  from  the  special  to  the  general,  or 
from  the  general  to  the  special,  from  the  concrete  to 
the  abstract  and  again  from  the  abstract  to  the 
concrete.  In  several  cases  when  he  confines  him- 
self to  saying  that  a  certain  root  is  used  in  the  sense 
of  gati,  going,  and  hims&,  killing,  we  should,  I 
believe,  be  not  very  far  wrong  if  we  took  going  in 
the  general  sense  of  intransitive,  killing  in  the 
sense  of  transitive  action,  Pdnini  being  satisfied  with 
this  general  indication,  and  leaving  the  more  special 
application  of  a  root  to  be  elaborated  by  others. 
Sometimes  he  finds  it  impossible  to  define  the  signi- 
fication of  a  root  by  anything  but  the  root  itself, 
or  by  the  negation  of  its  opposite  meaning.  Thus 
we  find  that  P4nini  explains  MA  simply  by  m&ne, 
measuring,  VAS  by  niv&se,  dwelling,  DVISH  by 
apritau,  not  loving,  Sometimes  it  seems  as  if  the 
meaning  had  only  been  added  in  order  to  distinguish 
two  roots  identical  in  sound,  but  diflfering  in  mean- 
ing. Certainly  no  attempt  is  ever  made  by  P^nini 
to  trace,  what  to  us  is  of  the  greatest  interest, 
namely  the  gradual  development  in  the  meaning  of 
roots.  This  we  have  to  discover  for  ourselves,  and 
though  much  has  been  done  in  this  respect  by  the 
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makers  of  dictionaries,  very  much  remains  to  be 
done. 

The  impression  left  on  our  minds  by  a  study  of 
^       ,.  ,.     P&wini's  collection   of  roots    and   of  the 

Generalisation 

andSpeciaiisa-  meanings  which  he  assigns  to  them  would 
tionofRoote.  certainly  lead  us  to  suppose  that  most 
roots  had  in  the  beginning  a  general  meaning. 
Roots  meaning  to  go,  to  move,  to  hurt,  to  kill,  to 
sound,  etc.,  form  a  large  majority,  and  this  very  fact 
has  often  been  dwelt  on  as  showing  the  uselessness 
of  P&nini's  definitions.  Still,  the  same  idea  has  very 
much  influenced  the  researches  of  the  students  of 
the  science  of  language,  nor  can  it  be  denied  that 
during  the  periods  which  we  have  the  best  opportu- 
nity of  watching  in  the  growth  of  language  the 
tendency  in  the  development  of  the  meaning  of 
roots  is  certainly  from  the  general  to  the  special. 

That  development  is  very  much  influenced  by  the 
Influence  of  uso  of  prcpositious,  an  influence  so  great 
PrepoaitionB.    ^^-^t  in  several,  nay  in   many  cases,  the 

same  root  can  be  made  to  convey  not  only  very 
varying,  but  sometimes  diametrically  opposite  mean- 
ings. This  fact  is  hardly  ever  taken  into  considera- 
tion by  P&nini.  He  gives  to  KHAN,  for  instance, 
the  meaning  of  tearing  or  breaking  open  (avad&rana). 
We  know  that  in  real  language  this  breaking  open 
is  always  confined  to  the  breaking  of  the  soil,  and 
that  KHAN  means,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  to  dig. 
The  same  root,  however,  with  the  preposition  ni, 
assumes  the  meaning  of  digging  in  or  making  firm  *. 
At   a  time  when  houses .  consisted   of  a  few   piles 


^  The  two  meanings  of  striking  and  being  firm  are  combined 
also  in  KRAT) ;  see  p.  369. 
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driven  into  the  soil,  covered  with  reeds  and  leaves, 
vehat  was  dug  in  naturally  assumed  the  meaning  of 
firm.  In  Zend  the  name  for  house  was  kata,  i.e.  dug, 
possibly  hole,  cave,  and  this  name  still  lives  in  the 
Persian  kadah,  house  ^  With  the  preposition  pra, 
however,  the  root  KHAN  means  to  undermine,  with 
ud,  to  destroy.  Thus  GRAnTH  means  to  tie  toge- 
ther, but  with  ud,  to  untie.  KiiK  with  apa  means 
to  drive  away,  with  prati  to  honour.  Nt,  to  lead, 
with  vi,  means  to  train,  to  educate,  with  pra  to 
desire,  with  pari  to  marry.  NAM  with  ud  means 
to  raise,  with  ni,  to  bow  down.  MU-K'  is  to  let  loose, 
but  with  prati,  to  fasten. 

.  Now  it  may  happen  that  one  of  the  meanings 
depending  originally  on  a  certain  preposition,  came 
to  prevail  to  such  an  extent  that  the  root,  even 
without  the  preposition,  retained  the  same  meaning. 
Thus  NAM  means  originally  to  bend,  but  with 
pra  it  comes  to  mean  to  bend  forward,  to  pay  re- 
spect, to  worship.  In  the  end,  however,  the  simple 
NAM  may  be  used  to  convey  the  same  meaning  of 
worshipping,  and  the  substantive  namas  never  means 
bending,  but  always  veneration. 

But  although  during  the  time  when  the  growth 
of  language  becomes  historical  and  most 
accessible  therefore    to    our    observation  Special  ^e^. 

ing  onginaL 

the  tendency  certainly  is  from  the  general 

to  the  special,  I  cannot  resist  the  conviction  that 

before   that  time    there   was   a  pre-historic   period 


^  Schrader,  Sprachveiigleichung,  p.  405.  The  name  for  bread 
also,  as  being  baked  between  layers  of  hot  ashes,  is  derived  from 
the  same  root,  the  Persian  nan,  Beluchi  naghan  ;  Schrader,  I.  c. 

P-  373. 
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during  which  language  followed  an  opposite  direc- 
tion. During  that  period  roots,  beginning  with 
special  meanings,  became  more  and  more  generalised, 
and  it  was  only  after  reaching  that  stage  that  they 
branched  off  again  into  special  channels. 

If  we  take,  for  instance,  such  roots  as  now  convey 
the  most  general  meanings,  such  as  being  and  doing, 
we  can  in  most  cases  discover,  or,  at  least,  guess 
their  former  more  special  purports.  AS,  to  be, 
meant  to  breathe,  BHU,  to  be,  to  become,  meant 
to  grow,  VAS,  in  I  was,  meant  to  dwell,  ViBT,  in 
German  werden,  meant  to  turn,  KHA£,  in  German 
geschehen,  vorkommen,  meant  to  jut  out*. 

To  do  meant  originally  to  set,  like  Sk.  DHA.. 

To  do.  To  work  may  have  been  originally  the 
Sk.  NMG,  to  twist,  to  strip.  The  Sanskrit 
TAKSH  and  TVAKSH,  to  make,  to  prepare,  was 
originally  conceived  as  cutting  and  shaping  wood. 
From  it  we  have  the  substantive  tvdkshas,  vigour, 
and  the  adjective  tvdkshlyas,  very  strong.  The  San- 
skrit tikshan,  carpenter,  is  the  Greek  reKrtav.  Greek 
has  also  rmo^,  chisel.  Tvash-<ar  means  a  carpenter, 
but  also  maker  and  creator.  The  verb  takshati  or 
taksh-noti  still  retains  themeaningof  cutting, split- 
ting and  carving,  but  very  soon  we  find  it  appl  ied  to  the 
making  of  anything,  a  carriage,  a  thunderbolt,  heaven 
and  earth,  also  a  thought,  a  word,  a  hymn,  till  at  last 
it  came  to  mean  simply  to  make,  as  Rig-veda  iv,  36, 
3,  pit4r4  piinar  yAwknk  iardth&ya  tdkshatha, 
*  you  made  your  parents  young  again  to  walk.' 

PAnini  assigns  to  TVAKSH  and  TAKSH  the 
meaning  of  thinning  (taniikaraTie).     But  he  gives 

^  This  process  is  repeated  in  modern  languages,  e.g.  to  grow  bold, 
to  wax  angry,  to  turn  pale ;  see  A.  Kiihn,  Wurzelvariation,  p.  6. 
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another  root  TAKSH  (Dh&tup.  xvii.  13),  which  he 
explains  by  tvaA:ane,  i.  e.  skinning,  and  in  this 
sense  tvaA:,  skin,  lit.  what  has  been  cut  off,  would 
have  been  traced  back  by  him  to  the  same  root. 

At  all  events  the  transition  from  cutting,  shaping, 
trimming  to  making  in  general  is  perfectly  dear. 
Even  in  Homeric  times  the  tcjctwv  represents  the 
stone-mason,  the  carpenter,  the  ship-wright,  the 
wheel-wright,  the  worker  in  horn,  in  bone,  in  ivory, 
the  turner,  the  joiner,  the  belt-maker*  and  other 
handicrafts,  so  that  the  generalisation  of  its  meaning 
became  almost  a  matter  of  course.  Texyn  means  art 
in  general 

It  is  most  likely  that  the  German  schaff en,  too, 
from  which  Schopfer,  creator,  meant  originally  to 
scrape,  to  polish,  and  then  to  make.  This  root 
appears  in  a-KaiT'TWy  to  dig,  to  hoe,  a-Kcir-apvoVf  a 
carpenters  adze,  Lat.  scabere,  scabies,  scobina, 
file,  Goth,  scaban,  sc6f,  to  shave,  and  skapjan, 
sk6p,  to  shape  ;  O.N.  skapt,  shaft ;  and  skip,  ship. 
Even  shape  and  ship,  in  friendship,  would  in  the 
end  come  from  the  same  source. 

Another  root  RA£,  to  make,  seems  to  me  to  have 
been  applied  at  first  to  the  arranging,  crossing,  and 
chaining  of  threads  that  were  to  be  twined  and 
platted,  thus  accounting  for  the  Greek  pairreiv,  to 
twist,  to  sew,  and  for  the  Lithuanian  rink-ti,  to 
collect^.  Even  the  Sanskrit  KiH,  to  make,  I  do 
not  hesitate  to  connect  with   SKiH,  in  the   sense 


^  See  RiedeDauer,  Handwerk  und  Handwerker  in  den  homeri- 
Bchen  Zeiten,  p.  96;  Schrader,  Sprachyergleichung,  p.  397. 

'  See  H.  Moller,  K.  Z.  xxiv.  p.  457.  P.  Schrader,  Ling.-histor. 
Forschungen,  p.  175,  presupposes  fpair-ro»  and  compares  Lith. 
werpii,  to  spin. 

C  C 
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of  cutting,  shearing,  in  fact  with  the  same  root 
that  gives  us  to  shear,  and  in  the  jGreek  Kclpeiv  and 
a-KciWciv.  In  Sanskrit  we  find  kri-w&ti  having  the 
sense  of  cutting  and  hurting,  and  the  compounds 
upaskirati  and  pratiskirati  clearly  mean  to  split, 
to  tear  with  nails,  having  nothing  to  do  with 
kirati,  to  scatter.  The  meaning  of  cutting  comes 
out  very  curiously  in  the  PrSkrit  kalpayati,  to  cut, 
and  in  kalpanl,  scissors,  etc.,  Sk.  kri^pkni  (p.  372). 

These  may  seem  bold  combinations,  but  they  are 
not  without  ample  analogies  in  the  history  of 
language.  In  Latin  mater ies  meant  wood,  before 
it  came  to  mean  matter.  In  Greek  vXtj  meant  wood, 
before  it  was  used  in  the  sense  of  substance.  In 
Sanskrit  dravya,  matter,  if  derived  from  dru,  tree, 
would  show  the  same  transition  of  meaning,  while, 
if  derived  from  DRU,  to  run,  to  cause  to  melt,  it 
would  have  had  the  special  meaning  of  metal,  before 
it  took  the  general  sense  of  matter. 

The  name  for  tree  or  wood,  dru,  has  been  derived 
from  the  root  DJB,  to  tear  off,  to  decorticate, 
showing  that  the  tree  was  conceived  and  named 
as  the  object  and  product  of  the  act  of  felling, 
chipping,  peeling,  and  shaping  a  tree,  just  as  Sefy-fAa 
was  the  skin  torn  off  from  an  animal  and  dri-ti  in 
Sanskrit  a  leather-bag. 

Tiniui  assigns  to  DJRmH  the  very  general 
meaning  of  growing  (vWddhau),  which 
'  "  ''^*  is  probably  intended  for  glowing  strong 
and  firm.  In  all  the  passages  where  this  root  occurs, 
whether  in  nominal  or  verbal  derivatives,  firm- 
ness and  strength  are  certainly  the  meanings 
conveyed  by  it.  Still  it  seems  far  more  likely 
that  DiRmH  had  originally  a  more  special  power, 
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akin  to  that  of  DiRBH,  which  is  explained  by 
P4nini  by  darbhe,  i.e.  tying  together  into  a 
bunch.  The  most  primitive  method  of  getting  com- 
pact and  strong  beams,  girders,  wheels,  etc.  consisted 
probably  in  tying  together  bundles  of  reeds  or 
pieces  of  wood.  We  know  that  what  is  now  a 
fluted  column  with  its  capital  of  drooping  leaves  was 
originally  a  bunch  of  reeds  or  lotus-stalks  closely  tied 
together,  with  tufts  of  leaves  or  flowers  falling  over 
the  topmost  band.  The  Indians  in  America  still  speak 
of  weaving  their  grass  lodges.  In  building  them 
four  poles  were  placed  upright,  at  equal  distances  to 
form  a  square,  each  having  a  fork  at  the  upper  ex- 
tremity for  the  reception  of  cross-pieces  upon  which 
to  construct  a  roof.  The  sides  of  the  square  were 
closed  by  placing  thin  willow  poles,  vertically  side 
by  side,  after  which  the  broad  leaves  of  water  grasses 
and  rushes  were  woven*  into  them  horizontally,, 
from  side  to  side  2.  The  Sanskrit  dridha^  strong, 
would  therefore  originally  have  meant  the  same  aa 
compact,  concrete,  thickset. 

The  root  DAM,  which  exists  in  English  as  to 
tame,  in  Latin  as  do  mare,  means  in  San-  dam,  to 
skrit  to  control  (upa«ame),  also  to  be  con-  "'^Pa- 
trolled. But  if  we  ask  how  d&m  and  damd  could 
have  the  meaning  of  house  (dampati,  house-lord, 
ddmiinas,  belonging  to  the  house),  we  should  have  to 
admit  a  more  primitive  and  special  meaning  for  the 
root  DAM,  namely  that  of  joining,  forcing,  driving 
and  bending  beams  and  planks  together  so  as  to  turn 

^  This  expression  throws  a  curious  light  ou  the  passage  in  Plato's 
Critias,  116,  B :  km  t»v  oUodoiArjfiaTuv  ra  /acv  <brXo,  ra  dc  ijuypuyrts  rovt 
Xt^ovc  irouetXa  v^Muyoi^  iraidtas  X^P*-^* 

*  Proceedings  of  the  American  Philosophical  Society,  1 886,  p.  297. 

C  C  2 
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them  into  some  kind  of  shelter  or  cabin  in  which 
man  can  live.  We  should  probably  have  to  discover 
the  original  intention  of  DAM  in  the  Greek  S€fi.(c,  to 
build,  Sefiviov,  bedstead,  and  its  secondary  applica- 
tion in  SafjLCLw,  in  5m«9,  slave,  aSfin^t  immarried,  and 
Safiapy  wife. 

The  weak  point  in  these  speculations  is  that  they 

of  these      EdgTon,  for  instance,  thinks  that  we  ought 
Bpecuutions.    ^  counect  D  AM  vrith  YAM,  to  curb.   This 

by  itself  is  doubtfiil.  Besides,  what  is  the  typical 
meaning  of  YAM  ?  Professor  Whitney  tells  us  that 
it  means  to  reach.  He  might  as  well  say  that  it 
means  to  fly.  The  first  meaning  of  YAM,  as  any  one 
may  see  who  consults  Boehtlingk  s  Dictionary,  is  to 
hold,  to  support.  This  meaning  appears  clearly 
in  such  passages  afi  Bv.  i,  59,  i,  sthtfnft-iva  g&nd^ii 
upamlt  yayantha,  thou,  Agni,  supportest  men 
like  a  strong  pillar.  In  the  Atmanepada  the  same 
root  has  the  meaning  of  holding  oneself,  standing, 
being  strong;  e.g.  Bv.  viii,  3,  6,  Indre  ha  visvk 
bhiivau&ni  yemire,  for  on  Indra  do  all  beings  rest. 
But  it  likewise  is  used  in  the  sense  of  keeping  one- 
self under,  submitting,  or  obeying;  Bv.  iii,  59,  8, 
mitr£ya  pd^A:a  yemire  ginkhy  the  five  tribes  kept 
to  or  obeyed  Mitra.  Soon,  however,  to  hold  comes 
to  mean  to  use  or  to  wield.  Thus  the  gods  are  said 
to  hold  firm  or  wield  their  weapons,  or  to  hold  forth 
with  their  weapons.  They  are  said  to  hold  the  reins, 
to  hold  and  manage  anything,  to  hold  and  keep, 
or,  as  we  should  say,  to  protect  and  maintain,  the 
dwellings  of  man. 

To  hold,  then,  assumes  the  meaning  of  to  restrain, 
to  subdue,  or  even  to  rule.     Applied  to  the  scales 
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of  a  balance,  it  means  to  draw  down,  e.  g.  iSat.  Br, 
yatarad  yawsyati,  which  of  the  two  wiJl  prevail. 
Prati-yam  means  to  be  worth.  Applied  to  the  senses, 
they  are  said  to  be  yata,  controlled  or  subdued. 

To  hold  or  hold  out  something  for  somebody  else 
came  to  mean  to  offer,  to  give,  which  is  sometimes 
given  as  the  fundamental  meaning  of  the  root. 
With  prepositions  this  root  is  capable  of  the  most 
varied  application. 

Thus  anu-yam,  to  hold  after  something,  means  to 
aim  or  to  throw  at  a  goal ;  in  the  Atmanep.,  to  strive 
after.  With  k  the  root  vam  means  to  draw  out,  to 
lengthen ;  also  to  draw  the  bow,  to  aim.  Ay ata  means 
simplv  long,  and,  as  an  adverb,  intensely,  violently. 
A-yam  also  means  to  draw  or  bring  near. 

With  vy-gt,  yam  takes  the  meaning  of  tearing 
asunder,  and  in  the  Atmanep.  it  means  to  exert 
oneself  (sich  anstrengen,  sich  zerreissen).  The 
participle  vy4-yata  often  means  strong. 

With  ud  the  meaning  of  yam  changes  to  lifting 
up,  and  likewise  to  offering.  In  the  Atmanep.  it  is 
used  for  to  exert  oneself,  to  undertake  something. 

With  up  a,  yam  comes  to  mean  to  seize,  to  take  for 
oneself,  more  particularly  to  take  a  wife  or  to  marry. 

With  ni,  yam  means  to  restrain,  to  stop,  to  subdue. 
The  participle  niyata  is  used  for  what  is  settled, 
constant,  regular. 

With  pra,  yam  chiefly  means  to  hold  forth,  to 
offer.  As  upa-yam  meant  to  marry,  pra-yam  is 
used  for  giving  in  marriage.  The  participle  pra- 
yata  often  means  attentive,  serious,  solemn. 

With  sam,  yam  means  to  hold  together,  to  tame, 
to  control.  The  participle  sam-yataA  means  self- 
restrained,  and  also  prepared,  ready. 
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There  is,  therefore,  some  similarity  between  the 
roots  DAM  and  YAM,  particularly  in  such  special 
applications  as  SafA-ap,  wife,  and  upa-yam,  to  marry, 
but  whether  YAM  is  really  a  secondary  form  of 
DAM,  whether  in  fact  the  two  roots  are  historically 
connected  at  all,  is  more  than,  for  the  present  at  least, 
we  are  able  to  say. 

Mr.  Edgren,  however,  goes,  as  we  saw,  even  further. 
,,,^     . .       He  not  only  connects  DAM  and  YAM,  but 

YU,  to  join.  •' 

goes  on  to  YUP,  to  join,  YU,  to  harness, 
YUG^,  to  join,  YUDH,  to  fight,  and  treats  all  these 
roots  as  mere  varieties  of  one  common  type.  There 
are,  no  doubt,  phonetic  analogies  for  the  transition 
of  YAM  into  YU,  but  YU  mav  also  assert  its  own 
independence,  quite  as  much  as  YAM,  and  we  ought 
to  admit  frankly  that  we  possess  as  yet  no  criteria  to 
guide  us  in  deciding  in  favour  of  the  one  or  the 
other  opinion. 

YU  and  YU(?,  to  join  or  to  be  united  in  friendship 
and  love,  seem  clearly  to  belong  together,  and  if 
YUDH,  to  fight,  meant  originally  to  join  in  battle, 
to  come  to  close  quarters,  this  also  may  be  traced 
back  to  the  same  source.  But  with  every  step  in 
advance,  the  ice  becomes  thinner.  As  we  find  EUP 
by  the  side  of  RU  and  BJJG,  we  might  perhaps  ac- 
cept YUP  by  the  side  of  YU  and  YTjG.  YUP 
means  to  check,  and  by  a  great  effort  this  meaning 
could  be  got  out  of  joining,  namely  if  we  remember 
that  to  join  or  to  tether  a  horse  to  a  post  is  the 
same  as  to  hold  and  check  it.  But  when  we  come 
to  YU  and  YTJKH  with  the  sense  of  separating, 
it  seems  far  preferable  to  admit  two  independent 
roots  than  to  suppose  that  the  same  root  could  from 
the  beginning  have  had  two  such  opposite  meanings. 
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Whenever  there  are  two  roots  with  two  opposite 
meanings,  we  must  always  try  to  explain  it.  The 
problem  that  has  to  be  solved  here  is  the  same  as 
in  the  case  of  readv-made  words  which  have  two 
opposite  meanings.  We  must  try  to  trace  the 
gradual  steps  by  which  the  human  mind  travelled 
Ax)m  one  pole  to  the  other.  That  this  can  be  done 
in  many  cases,  I  tried  to  show  in  my  Lectures 
on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  ii.  p.  273^  by 
tracing  words  expressive  of  black  and  white,  good 
and  bad  back  to  a  common  origin.  But  with  roots  the 
case  is  far  more  difficult,  because  their  changes  belong 
to  times  without  a  vates  sacer.  All  we  could  do 
would  be  to  suppose  that  YU,  used  with  a  pre- 
position such  as  vi  in  the  sense  of  unjoining  or 
separating,  retained  that  meaning  even  without  that 
preposition.  But  such  a  supposition  would  be  a 
mere  guess,  and  hardly  within  the  pale  of  scientific 
thought,  while  the  fact  that  there  are  in  all  languages 
homophonous  roots  has  never  been  contested*. 

In  fact   our   road    in   running    these    old   roots 
to  earth  is  beset  with  so  many  dangers 
that  few  scholars  only  have  ventured  to     J^^ 
follow  it.      The    sphere    of   possibilities 
is  so   great  that   one  hardly  dares  to  assert  any- 
thing for  certain.     Fick,    for   instance,  who   takes 
the     root    NAD    as    having    originally    expressed 
vibration,  then  sounding,  roaring  and  crying,  iden- 
tifies it  with  the  Zend  nad,  to  chide,  and  traces  it 
further  in  the  Sk.  NID,  to  blame.     According  to 
him,  nad  a  and  nadl,  Sanskrit  names  for  river,  were 

^  See  also  Hiblwrt  Lectures,  p.  43. 
*  See  Ijefore,  pp.  1 83  seq. 
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derived  from  this  root  NAD,  in  the  sense  of  roaring. 
This  is,  no  doubt,  quite  possible,  but  if,  as  Fick 
supposes,  NAD  meant  originally  to  move  and  then 
to  vibrate,  it  would  be  equally  possible  to  derive 
nada,  river,  from  that  root,  and  take  it  like  rivus 
and  flumen,  in  the  sense  of  running  water. 

This  difficulty  meets  us  again  and  again.  It  is 
very  likely,  for  instance,  that  the  root 
NAM  expressed  originally  some  peculiar 
kind  of  bending,  such  as  the  bending  of  wood  in 
order  to  adapt  it  for  the  purpose  of  a  wheel.  In 
that  case  nemi,  the  felly  of  a  wheel,  might  be  a 
remnant  of  that  primitive  special  meaning.  But  it 
is  possible  also  that  NAM  had  already  assumed^  the 
most  general  meaning  of  bending,  before  it  was 
specialised  again  in  the  name  of  nemi,  felly. 

Who  can  tell  whether  the  root  DA  ever  referred 
in  the  beginning  to  some  special  kind  of 
giving  ?  AU  that  lies  beyond  DA  seems 
gone,  and  though  we  may  be  certain  that  no  such 
general  or  faded  act  as  giving  could  have  evoked 
its  own  special  sound,  it  is  useless  to  speculate  on 
the  antecedents  of  a  root  which  had  assumed  its 
colourless  meaning  long  before  the  Aryan  family  was 
broken  up.  '  To  give '  may  have  been  simply  to  ofifer, 
as  a  mother  offeis  her  breast  to  her  child ;  or  it  may 
have  been  to  distribute  what  was  the  common  pro- 
perty of  a  family  (DA,  dyati,  to  divide)  ;  or  it  may 
have  been  to  surrender  something  which  had  become 
one's  own  individual  property:  all  this  is  possible, 
but  there  are  no  facts  in  the  history  of  language  to 
enable  us  to  decide  in  favour  of  one  or  the  other  of 
these  opinions.  In  modern  languages  this  is  very 
different,   and  when  we  see  from  what  special   be- 
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gixinings  the  most  general  concepts  have  often 
sprung,  we  may  gather  courage  in  our  treatment  of 
more  ancient  roots.  To  give,  for  instance,  in  German, 
is  schenken,  also  used  in  the  sense  of  suckling. 
This  can  be  traced  back  to  schenken  in  the  sense 
of  pouring  out  wine,  as  in  einschenken,  to  pour 
out,  Schenke,  a  public-house.  But  this  schenken 
again  comes  from  shank,  German  S.chenkel,  bone 
of  the  leg,  which,  being  hollow,  was  used  for  draw- 
ing beer  or  wine  from  a  barrel.  Who  is  to  discover 
such  missing  links  in  the  darkness  of  the  twenty 
thousand  years  ago  ? 

The  process  of  specialising  general  roots,  which 
is  so  much  more  prominent  in  the  his-   ^espeo^^. 
torical  period  of  language  than  the  process        **^"- 
of  generalisation,  is  often  only  a  ^specialisation  of 
roots,  at  first  special,  then  general,  and  at  last  special 
once  more. 

It  has  often  been  remarked  that  many  roots  in 
Sanskrit  have  the  very  general  meaning 
of  to  go  assigned  to  them.  But  in  many  '  ^' 
of  them  we  can  still  discover  traces  of  more  special 
kinds  of  going  and  moving.  Thus  KRAM  means  to 
stride  (pAdavikshepe),  VRA(r  to  walk  (m4rga- 
sawskAragatyoA),  SMP  to  creep  (gatau),  DHRA(t 
to  glide  (gatau),  STI6H  to  mount  (Askandane). 

Our  own  verb  to  go  is  not  connected  with  the 
Sanskrit  root  GAM,  to  go,  but  had  in  the    gaath,  to 
beginning  a  very  special  meaning.     We        ^°^- 
shall  often  find  it  useful  to  study  the  transition  of 
meanings  in  modern  languages^  in  order  to  gather 

*  For  generalisation  of  special,  and  specialisation  of  general 
meanings  in  French,  see  Brachet,  Etymological  Dictionary,  Intro- 
duction, §  13. 
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courage  in  tracing  roots  of  a  general  meaning  back  to 
t])eir  original  and  special  concepts  in  ancient  times. 

When  we  speak  of  children  eager  to  get  some- 
thing, we  say  in  German,  Sie  zappeln  darnach. 
There  is  no  exact  counterpart  of  this  verb  in  English, 
but  it  means  to  kick  with  arms  and  feet  in  trying 
to  get  at  something.  Now  in  Sanskrit  a  root 
(rAJfH,  meaning  to  kick  or  strike  with  tlie  feet, 
is  used  chiefly  of  birds  striking  with  their  wings. 
Another  root,  (?EH,  which  is  wrongly  interpreted 
by  gaping,  seems  to  me  a  mere  variety  of  (rAJfH^, 
and  to  mean  struggling  or  striving. 

This  root  GAMR  would  explain  0.  H.  G.  gingo, 
desire,  gingdn,  to  desired 

But  it  also  exists  under  another  form  in  Gothic 
gangan,  0.  H.  G.  and  A.  S.  gangan,  now  the  regular 
verb  for  going,  but  meaning  originally  kicking  one's 
legs.  This  gangan  was  afterwards  contracted  into 
gsln,  gSn,  and  gdn,  and  finally  became  tlie  modern 
German  gehn,  to  go,  which  is  generally  connected 
with  the  Sanskrit  roots  GAM  and  GA. 

The  roots  I  and  GAM,  however,  disclose  nothing 
special,  they  simply  mean  to  go.  But  out  of  that 
general  meaning  an  endless  variety  of  new  meanings 
can  be  and  has  been  evolved,  with  or  without  the  aid 
of  prepositions  or  any  other  distinguishing  elements. 
This  process  of  specialisation  goes  on  uninterruptedly 
in  all  living  languages.  In  German,  for  instance, 
gehn  means  to  go  away  and  to  come  near,  as  in  Geh, 
allez,  apage,  and  in  nach  Hause  gehn,  to  go 
home.    Lass  mich  gehn  means  Leave  me  alone ;  lass 


^  On  the  transition  of  amh  into  eh,  see  p.  356. 
'  See  Grimm's  WOrterbuch,  s.  v.  gehn. 
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es  gehn  means  Say  no  more  about  it.  Sich  gehn 
lassen  is  used  for  being  free  and  easy.  Die  Uhr  geht 
means  the  watch  goes,  der  Teig  geht,  the  dough 
rises,  das  Geld  geht  nicht,  the  money  is  not  cur- 
rent, sein  Mund  geht,  he  is  constantly  talking. 
£s  geht  nicht  is  it  is  impossible,  es  geht  an,  it  will 
do,  Wie  geht  es,  how  do  you  do,  es  geht  urns 
Le ben,  it  is  a  matter  of  life  and  death. 

If  we  see  these  various  shades  of  meaning  of  one 
and  the  same  verb,  to  go,  why  should  it  seem  strange 
that  in  Greek,  for  instance,  olfivi,  a  song  or  lay,  should 
come  from  the  root  I,  to  go  ?  We  have  olfio^  aoiSij^, 
the  course  of  a  song,  and  this  otfAo^^  way,  is  the  same 
word  as  the  Sanskrit  ema,  way,  from  I,  to  go. 
The  derivative  verb  olfiaw  means  to  swoop  upon,  and 
this  too  comes  indirectly  from  the  simple  root  I, 
to  go.  Again,  oho^,  fate  and  doom,  can  hardly  come 
from  any  other  source,  and  usage  alone  can  account 
for  its  being  always  used  in  a  bad  sense,  though  it 
was  originally  no  more  than  the  Latin  itus  in  red- 
itus,  return,  and  differing  from  the  Latin  iter,  itine- 
ris,  journey,  in  its  derivative  suffix  only. 

The  Greek  i6vva>  means  to  make  straight,  and 
it  comes  from  the  same  root  I,  to  go.  Going,  idv^, 
was  used  in  the  sense  of  going  straight,  hence  i6i/«, 
to  push  forward,  and  also  to  desire,  and  Wvvco,  to 
stretch  forward,  also  to  right. 

With  another  application  1-T179  comes  to  mean 
going,  hasty,  impudent,  i-Ta^io^,  hasty,  idapo^^  quick, 
in  Sanskrit  i-tvara,  going,  in  Greek  eiOap^  quickly, 
at  once.  ^IcrdfAo^  also  was  originally  no  more  than 
a  road,  vadum,  in  O.N.  eiS^ 


'  Bugge,  in  Bezzenberger's  Beitrage,  iii.  p.  100. 
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In  Sk.  ^yiis,  man,  and  iCyus,  life,  the  root  I,  to 
go,  is  used  in  the  sense  ef  lirin^  and  as  H^ jus  would 
in  Greek  become  atoq^  we  may  tieat  alel  for  aiWf,  a/eV, 
and  ai€¥,  in  the  sense  of  'alwayi^'  as  springing  in* 
directly  from  the  same  root. 

Another  derivation  in  Sanskrit  is  ^vas,  way, 
manner^,  and  the  Latin  aevum,  age,  age  being 
itself  a  descendant  from  aevum  (aevitas,  aevita- 
ticum),  while  a  further  step  leads  us  on  to 
aeternus,  i.e.  aeviternus. 

But  though  the  pliancy  of  roots  is  very  great, 
HomophonouB  ai^d  the  Variety  of  meaning  expressed  by 

^^^'  one  and  the  same  root  often  quite  be- 
wildering, we  saw  that  there  was  no  necessity  why 
we  should  under  all  circumstances  admit  one  root 
only,  in  cases  where  two  or  three  homophonous 
roots  would  solve  our  difficulties  better.  There  are 
roots  which  have  the  same  sound,  and  which  no  one 
would  feel  inclined  to  identify,  such  as  GA,  jrig&ti, 
to  go,  and  GA,  gffyati,  to  sing ;  GiR,  grinkti^ 
to  sing,  and  GiR,  ^ftgarti,  to  wake ;  GJR,  ^arate, 
to  sing,  and  (?JR,  ^arati,  to  waste  away.  If  the 
principle  had  ever  been  firmly  established  that 
homophonous  roots  must  be  identical  roots,  we 
should  have  to  accept  almost  any  connecting  links 
by  which  meanings,  apparently  the  most  hetero- 
geneous, might  be  held  together,  and  brought  back 
U)  one  and  the  same  starting-point.  We  might, 
for  instance,  argue,  more  or  less  plausibly,  that 
as  TAKSH,  from  meaning  originally  to  cut,  comes 
to  mean  to  shape  (zuschneiden),  to  make,  there- 
fore KiilnT,  to  cut,  might  be  identical  with  KiRnT, 

^  The  same  transition  of  meaning  from  walk,  way  to  manner,  we 
see  in  Sk.  a^ara,  manner,  and  Lat.  mos,  if  derived  from  meare. 
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to  spin,  and  with  KMT,  to  join,  because  in  the  earliest 
time  spinning  and  platting  were  frequently  combined 
(cf.  cr&tes,  mat,  jca/or-aXoc,  basket),  and  platting 
consisted  in  cutting  and  slicing  reeds  together. 
Again,  DA,  to  cut,  would  have  to  be  identified  with 
DA,  to  bind,  because  in  many  cases  binding  is 
performed  by  cutting  small  threads  and  slicing  them 
together,  just  as  to  sort,  for  instance,  means  to 
separate,  but  also  to  join. 

Fortunately,  however,  we  are  not  driven  to  these 
forced  explanations  by  any  inherent  necessity,  and 
we  ought  not  to  resort  to  them,  except  in  cases 
where  we  have  real  analogies  to  guide  us.  It  is 
as  yet  a  purely  gratuitous  assumption  that  one  sound 
can  at  first  express  one  concept  only.  It  rests  on 
another  as^umpW  that  thesis  Jme  mysterious 
bond  between  the  sound  and  meaning  of  a  root. 
But  even  if  there  were  such  a  bond,  that  would  not 
exclude  the  perfect  freedom  with  which  at  different 
times  and  in  different  places  similar  or  even  identical 
sounds  may  accompany  different  acts  which  they 
afterwards  signified. 

There  is,  for  instance,  a  root  M,  which  is  explained 
by  such  general  terms  as  to  go,  to  send.  Root  m. 
But  the  question  is  whether  M,  AR,  to  go,  red.  perf. 
4ra,  is  really  the  same  root  which  we  find  in 
ri-no-ti,  o/o-yu-/Ai,  to  excite,  red.  perf.  op-wp^y  I 
have  risen,  or-ior,  or-igo,  and  again  in  ar-us, 
wound,  and  ar-is,  enemy.  Curtius  holds  that  the 
Greek  and  Latin  languages  split  the  root  M  into 
three,  namely  AR,  in  ap-ap^aKw,  ar-tus,  ap-ofjn'^  ER, 
in  ep-itra-w,  rdmus  ;  OR,  in  op-vv/jLt,  or-ior,  etc.  The 
same  distinction,  however,  though  not  expressed 
phonetically,  at  least  in  writing,  may  have  existed 
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in  Sanskrit  from  the  very  beginning.    We  might  then 
distinguish  three  roots : 

( 1 )  iR,  with  the  meaning  of  to  stir,  to  raise,  and 
intransitively,  to  rise.  This  we  find  in  Sk.  rt-wo- 
mi,  and  iy-ar-mi\  in  op-w-fxi,  Sp-wp-a,  orior;  in 
idWta  («a/t)j«),  to  send,  to  shoot,  0.  H.  G.  llan,  eilen, 
and  in  Gr.  eX-auVw,  to  drive. 

Specially  applied  to  the  stirring  of  the  soil,  the 
root  iR  took  the  meaning  of  ploughing.  From  this 
we  have  an  old  name  of  the  earth,  id  for  ir,  also 
id§i,y  and  in  Greek  ap-ovpa,  in  Latin  ar-vum.  Deri- 
vative words  are  found  in  Greek  ap6a>,  aporpov,  in 
Latin  arare,  aratrum,  in  Gothic  arjan,  to  ear,  etc. 

A  second  special  application  of  the  same  root  to 
the  stirring  of  the  water  is  found  in  Sanskrit 
ar-itra-s  and   aritra-m,   rudder,  aritll,    a   rower, 

in  Greek  a/x(^-^|D-i;v,  or  epirri^,  uirepeTri^,  epiara-ODy   eperfxo^, 

in  Latin  re(s)mus  ^  remigium,  triremis,  in  A.S. 
3,r,  in  Lith.  ir-ti,  to  row, 

(2)  A  second  root  iR  expresses  the  concept  of  going, 
and  more  particularly  of  regularly  going,  of  pro- 
ceeding, succeeding,  fitting,  as  we  still  say  il  va 
bien,  es   geht,    for   it  fits.     From   this   Sk.   rii- 

khsitiy     ep^ofjiai,    t/X-vOov,     e7r-i;Xi;y ;       Sk.    riti,    way, 

manner;  ritu,  season,  ara-s,  spoke  of  a  wheel, 
ap-iOjuLog^  number ;  ap-Opov,  membrum,  cf.  Sk.  g4- 
tram ;  ar-atni,  elbow,  cJX-eyi;,  ulna,  Sp-^iei/oy,  fit, 
ap'fipOTc^,  fitting  together  ;  apea-Kw,  to  please  {raSra 
apeoTKet  fioi,  cela  me  va) ;  art  us,  link  ;  Goth,  ar-ms, 
arm,  but  not  dp-fiosy  link. 

^  By.  1,  56,  4 :  iyarti  renum,  he  stirs  up  the  dust. 

*  Bopp,  C.  G.  §  817  a,  writes :  '  ruodar,  what  makes  flow,  from 
peco,  connected  with  rutrum,  p^Bpov,  and  radically  perhaps  with 
remuB  also.' 
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Used  in  a  transitive  sense  this  root  expresses  the 
idea  of  making  things  to  go,  fitting  them,  as  in 
ap-a-a,  f/p-ap-ovy  I  fitted,  apr/^cD,  I  prepare,  art  are  and 
artire,  to  join. 

(3)  Quite  independent  of  this  would  be  a  third 
root  My  in  the  sense  of  hurting,  wounding,  attacking. 
This  we  find  in  the  ar-us,  wound,  ar-is,  enemy, 
ri-tis,  attack,  €/)-«9,  quarrel,  ip-edaj  ep-eOil^u),  to 
annoy  ^ 

But  besides  these  three  roots  there  is  in  Greek 
and  Latin  a  root  AL,  which  is  supposed  to  represent 
an  original  AR,  and  which  means  to  grow,  and  to 
make  grow.  In  the  former  meaning  it  has  the 
vowel  o  (ol),  in  the  latter  generally,  though  not 
always,  the  vowel  a  (al). 

From  this  root  with  the  meaning  of  growing,  we 
have : — 

(i)  Co-alesco,  to  grow  together,  as  in  Gell.  12, 
I,  II,  nihil  interesse  putat  cujus  in  corpore 
cujusque  ex  sanguine  concretus  homo  et 
coalitus  sit. 

Ad-olesco,  adolevi,  adultum,  as  in  Plin.  9, 
16,  23,  §  56,  Non  sine  imbre  adolescunt  arun- 
dines. 

Prdles,  what  grows  up,  children;  proletarii, 
the  great  growing  mass  of  the  people,  the  plebs. 

Sub-olesco,  to  grow  up  ;  suboles  and  soboles, 
a  sprout,  offspring. 

Ind-oles  (indu  =  in),  the  same  as  ingenium ; 
cf.  indi-gena. 


'  See  M.  M.,  Vedic  Hynus,  p.  65 ;  Curtius,  GrundzQge,  p.  340. 
In-r!to,  to  irritate,  can  hardly  belong  to  this  cluster,  on  account  of 
its  long  vowel.     It  has  been  referred  to  Sk.  ra,  to  bark. 
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Ab-olesco,  to  decay,  to  vanish;  as  nomen  vetus- 
tate  abolevit. 

Obs-olesco^  6vi,  6tum,  to  decay,  to  wear  out,  as 
in  vestis  obsolSta. 

(2)  In  the  sense  of  making  grow,  we  find  the  same 
root  in  Alo,  alui,  altum,  to  nourish,  as  in  Plaut. 
Kud.  3,  4,  36,  Athenis  natus  altusque.  Alius, 
high,  like  great  from  to  grow. 

Alumnus,  foster-son,  nursling,  pupiL 

Al-mus,  kind,  genial,  particularly  of  Ceres,  Venus, 
Terra. 

Ab-oleo,  -evi,  -olitum,  -6re,  to  destroy,  to  re- 
move. 

Ad-oleo,  -evi,  -ultum,  to  increase  the  gods,  to 
worship  them.  Non.  58,  21  ;  Virg.  Aen.  i,  704, 
flammis  adolere  Penates. 

Lastly  elementum,  lit.  what  makes  grow,  for 
olementum,  the  o  changed  into  e  as  in  bene,  velle, 
etc. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  to  go,  as  the  original 
concept  of  M,  might  have  been  developed  so  as  to 
express  both  the  peaceful  going  together  and  the 
aggressive  going  against  a  person.  Some  scholars 
might  even  maintain  that  the  idea  of  striking  the 
earth  or  the  water  in  ploughing  or  rowing  was 
derived  from  that  of  attacking,  nor  would  it  be  im- 
possible to  find  some  analogies  for  a  transition  of 
meaning  fi-om  going  to  growing,  and  making  grow. 
But  all  this  could  only  be  approved  of  or  tolerated 
if  it  had  been  established  once  for  all  that  identity  of 


^  Bopp,  Comp.  Grammar,  §  96,  remarked,  '  that  we  divide  with 
Vossius  ob-soleeco,  not  with  Schneider,  obs-olesco,  requires  no 
excuse/     Tet  Schneider  was  a  safer  guide. 
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sound  in  roots  proves  always  identity  of  origin,  a  prin- 
ciple which,  as  far  as  I  can  judge,  receives  no  support 
either  from  theory  or  from  facts.  Professor  Fick,  for 
instance,  in  his  Worterbuch,  often  keeps  homo- 
phonous  roots  apart,  but  quite  as  often  he  assigns 
the  most  incongruous  nxeanings  to  one  and  the  same 
root.  He  distinguishes,  for  instance,  between  SK  AED, 
to  shine,  SKAED,  to  break,  SKAED,  to  vomit,  and 
SKAKD,  to  jump,  where  the  meaning  of  shining 
(^clater),  breaking,  and  vomiting  (brechen)  might 
easily  have  been  reconciled.  But  he  treats  SKAE,  to 
divide  (cer-no),  KAE,  to  feed  (Kopoi),  and  KAL,to  con- 
ceal (oc-culere),  as  mere  varieties  of  the  root  SKAE, 
to  pour  out,  to  scatter,  which  seems  to  require  a  very 
great  eflfort  of  combinatory  imagination. 

Many  of  the  questions  connected  with  the  original 
meaning  and  the  later  development  of  roots  can  at 
present  be  answered  provisionally  only. 

Should  we  separate,  for  instance,  the  root  SVAE, 
to  sound,  from   SVAE,  to  be  briglit,  to     gy^j^  ^ 
glisten?    It  is  true  that  the  second  root     shine  and 
has  yielded  no  verbal  forms,  but  svkr,        ^^^  ' 
sky,  stfra  and  stfrya,  sun,  require  the  admission  of 
such  a  root.     This  being  the  case,  it  seems  possible, 
even  for  us,  to  comprehend  light  and  sound  under 
the  same  concept  of  clearness  or  brightness,  and  one 
feels  all  the  more  inclined  to  admit  the  same  process 
for  the  poetical  language  of  our  earliest  ancestors. 

Again,  may  we  admit  a  relationship  between  BHA 
and  BHAS,  to  shine,  and  BHASH,  to     ^^^^ 
speak  ?    The  analogy  of  (palvw  and  (pfii^i  is     aiune  and 
tempting,  but  hardly  convincing.  Curtius,     *"~°""*- 
according  to  his  system,  admits  a  primitive  root  BHA» 
which  became  specialised  as  BHAN,  BHAS,  BHAV, 

Dd 
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and  BHAK.  The  simple  root  he  sees  in  ^jtm*', 
</)a-T£9,  (fxo'Vii,  Sk.  bh^-nus,  light,  sun,  Lat.  f&-ri, 
f&-ma,  f^-s.  The  root  BHAN  appears,  according  to 
him,  in  (paipoD,  (pav-epo^^  (pa-^i^,  Sk.  bhan-^mi,  I  sound, 
bhan-Ami,  I  speak.  The  third  form  BHAS  occurs  in 
Sk.  in  the  sense  of  shining,  and  as  BHASH,  speaking. 
The  fourth  form  BHAV  is  traced  by  him  in  (paS-og  *, 
^5?,  light,  and  -^acov;  the  fifth  in  fac-ies. 

From  my  own  point  of  view  I  should  look  upon 
these  five  roots  as  parallel  varieties,  but  even  then 
certain  phonetic  diflSculties  remain.  Curtius  could 
not  explain  the  transition  of  s  into  sh,  as  in  BHAS 
and  BHlSH  (not  Vedic),  nor  of  BHAN  into  BHAiV, 
for  the  change  of  a  dental  into  a  lingual  always  re- 
quires a  motive.  It  may  be  that  the  pronunciation 
of  the  indigenous  races  produced  BHASH  and  BHAiV 
with  linguals,  instead  of  BHAS  and  BHAN  with 
dentals,  but  in  that  case  we  should  expect  BHASH 
to  have  the  same  meaning  as  BHAS,  which  it  has 
not.  I  am  not  convinced  therefore  that  the  concept 
of  shining  was  raised  into  that  of  speaking,  and  I 
think  we  must  admit  the  existence  of  two  roots, 
one  being  BHA,  to  shine,  the  other  BHA,  to  speak, 
each  with  its  varieties ;  BHA,  to  shine,  with  BHAN, 
BHAS,  BHAV,  and  BHAK ;  BHA,  to  speak,  with 
BHAN,  BHASHI 

Curtius  points  out  that  in  Greek  ^acVco  is  often 
applied  to  the  showing  forth  of  speech,  as  in  Soph. 
Antig.  621,  kXcivov  €Tro9  TTcipavrat.  He  might  have 
quoted  a  still  stronger  instance  from  Aristotle,  Categ. 

C.  6,  a7r6(pa<ri9  Se  ea-riv  aTr6(pav<rh  Tivo^  airo  rtvo^.      But 

even  that  would  hardly  be  sufficient  evidence  to  show 

*  Cf.  SausBure,  Syet^me  Primitif  des  Voyelles,  p.  54. 

*  See  Edgren,  1.  c-  p.  7. 
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that  to  shine  by  itself  was  ever  conceived  as  to  speak. 
The  nearest  analogy  is  that  of  KAS\  to  shine,  and 
KiSA,  pronounced  KHYA,  to  tell :  all  other  supposed 
parallel  cases  seem  to  me  to  break  down  on  closer 
inspection. 

After  these  preliminary  remarks  I  now  give  the 
first  attempt  at  a  classification  of  San-  clarification 
skrit  roots  according  to  their  meaning,  of  Sanskrit 
From  what  I  have  said  it  will  be  clear 
that  I  myself  look  upon  such  a  classification  as 
purely  tentative.  I  have  tried  to  ascertain  what 
is  most  likely  to  have  been  the  original  meaning 
of  every  root,  but  having  to  select  one  meaning  only 
out  of  a  great  variety,  the  selection  has  often  been 
a  choice  between  two  or  even  many  evils.  In  a  first 
attempt  of  this  kind  the  chances  of  error  must  be 
very  great,  still  I  hope  that  those  who  will  carefully 
examine  the  results  at  which  I  have  arrived,  will 
admit  that  they  prove  by  overwhelming  evidence  that 
the  meanings  of  roots  are  really  what  we  expected  them 
to  be,  and  that  they  express  the  primitive  social  acts 
of  primitive  social  men,  and  the  states  more  or  less 
closely  related  to  such  acts. 

The  order  in  which  the  concepts  succeed  each 
other  is  not  very  systematic.  I  have  order  of 
tried,  as  much  as  possible,  to  keep  the  ^^**- 
special  acts,  such  as  to  dig,  the  general  acts,  such  as 
to  find,  the  special  states,  such  as  to  cough,  and  the 
general  states,  such  as  to  stand,  together.  But  it 
was  impossible  to  adhere  strictly  to  such  a  plan, 
because  there  are  roots  which  express  both  acts  and 
states,  while  in  many  cases  it  is  difficult  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  special  or  general  meaning  pre- 

^  On  KAjS  see  Htibschmann,  Indog.  YokaUsmns,  pp.  56,  63. 

D  d  2 
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dominates.  The  English  language  lends  itself  best 
to  an  interpretation  of  Sanskrit  roots,  because  in 
English  as  in  Sanskrit  the  same  verb  may  be  used 
with  a  transitive  or  intransitive,  or,  more  correctly, 
with  an  immediative  and  causative  meaning.  To 
shake  means  to  shake  a  tree  and  to  be  shaking 
oneself,  to  stand  means  to  place  a  thing  and  to  be 
standing,  to  boil  to  make  boil  or  to  be  boQing. 
To  drop,  to  burn,  to  grow,  to  move,  all  follow  the 
same  rule.  Most  roots  in  Sanskrit  seem  originally 
to  have  been  capable  of  this  double  function,  though 
after  a  time  grammatical  distinctions,  which  we  now 
call  active,  passive,  medial,  and  causative,  were  intro- 
duced to  keep  them  apart.  Sometimes,  however,  there 
is  no  outward  distinction  at  all.  Thus  we  have  in 
Greek  eXavveiv^  to  drive,  i.  e.  to  move  quickly,  and  to 
drive  something ;  (pevyeiv,  to  flee,  and  (peiyeiv  nva^  to 
flee  some  one  ;  cnrevSeip,  to  hurry,  cnrevSeiv  t«,  to  hurry 
something.  There  are  besides  many  verbs  in  Greek 
which  in  the  present  express  an  act,  in  the  second 
perfect  a  state,  as  aywfii  and  ayvvjiai^  I  break,  ea-ya,  I 
am  broken  ;  piyvvfit  and  p^ywimat,  I  tear,  eppmya,  I  am 
torn.  In  English  we  can  distinguish  to  fall  and  to 
fell,  in  German  fallen  and  fallen,  trinken  and 
tr Sunken,  lernen  and  lehren.  But  we  can  also  use 
I  bleed  in  the  sense  of  I  am  bleeding  and  I  make 
bleed,  to  run  in  the  sense  of  I  run  and  I  run  a 
horse,  without  any  outward  change. 

THE  121  ORIGINAL  CONCEPTS. 

1.  Dig.  5.  Smear,      Colour,      Knead, 

2.  Plat,  Weave,  Sew,  Bind.  Harden. 

3.  Crush,      Pound,     Destroy,       6.  Scratch. 

Waste,  Buh,  Smoothe.  7.  Bite,  Eat 

4.  Sharpen.  8.  Divide,  Share,  Eat. 
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9.  Cat. 

10.  Grather,  Observe. 

11.  Stretch,  Spread. 

12.  Mix. 

13.  Scatter,  Strew. 

14.  Sprinkle,  Drip,  Wet. 

15a.  Shake,    Tremble,    Quiver, 

Flicker. 
15^.  Shake  mentally,  be  angry, 

abashed,  fearful,  etc. 

16.  Throw  down,  Fall. 

17.  Fall  to  pieces. 

18.  Shoot,  Throw  at. 

19.  Fierce,  Split. 

20.  Join,  Fight,  Check. 

21.  Tear. 

22.  Break,  Smash. 

23.  Measure. 

24.  Blow. 

25.  Kindle. 

26.  Milk,  Yield. 

27.  Pour,  Flow,  Rush. 

28.  Separate,  Free,  Leave,  Lack. 

29.  Glean. 

30.  Choose. 

31.  Cook,  Roast,  Boil. 

32.  Clean. 

33.  Wash. 

34.  Bend,  Bow. 

35.  Turn,  Roll. 

36.  Press,  Fix. 

37.  Squeeze. 

38.  Drive,  Thrust. 

39.  Push,  Stir,  Live. 

0.  Burst,  Gush,  Laugh,  Beam. 

1.  Dress. 

2.  Adorn. 

3.  Strip,  Remove. 

4.  Steal. 

5.  Check. 

6.  Fill,   Thrive,    Swell,   Grow 
strong. 


47. 
43. 

49. 
50. 

51. 
52- 
53- 
54. 
55- 
56. 

67. 

58. 

59. 
60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 
64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 

o. 

I. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

7- 

8. 

9- 
80. 

81. 

82. 

83. 
84. 

85. 
86. 

87. 


Cross. 

Sweeten. 

Shorten. 

Thin,  Suffer. 

Fat,  Stick,  Love. 

Lick. 

Suck,  Nourish. 

Drink,  Swell. 

Swallow,  Sip. 

Vomit. 

Chew,  Eat. 

Open,  Extend. 

Reach,  Strive,  Rule,  Have. 

Conquer,  Take  by  violence. 

Struggle. 
Perform,  Succeed. 
Attack,  Hurt. 
Hide,  Dive. 
Cover,  Embrace. 
Bear,  Carry. 
Can,  Be  strong. 
Show. 
Touch. 
Strike. 
Ask. 

Watch,  Observe. 
Lead. 
Set. 

Hold,  Wield. 
Give,  Yield. 
Cough. 
Thirst,  Dry. 
Hunger. 
Yawn. 
Spue. 
Fly. 
Sleep. 

Bristle,  Dare. 
Be  angry,  harsh. 
Breathe. 
Speak. 
See. 
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88.  Hear.                                       i 

[06.  Weary,  Waste,  Slacken 

89.  Smell,  SnifF.                            i 

[07.  Bejoice,  Please. 

90.  Sweat.                                     ] 

[08.  Desire,  Love. 

91.  Seethe,  Boil.                            i 

[09.  Wake. 

92.  Dance.                                     i 

[lo.  Fear. 

93.  Leap.                                      ] 

[II.  Cool,  Befiresh. 

94.  Creep.                                     i 

[12.  Stink. 

95.  Stumble.                                  i 

[13.  Hate. 

96.  Stick.                                       ] 

[1 4.  Know. 

97.  Burn.                                       ] 

[15.  Think. 

98.  Dwell.                                      1 

[16.  Shine. 

99.  Stand.                                      ] 

[1 7.  Bun. 

100.  Sink,  Lie,  Fail.                         ] 

[18.  Move,  Go. 

1 01.  Swing.                                      ] 

[19*^.  Noise,  inarticulate. 

102.  Hang  down,  Lean. 

[19^.  Noise,  musical. 

103.  Rise  up,  Grow.                        i 

[20.  Do. 

104.  Sit.                                           ] 

[21.  Be. 

105.  Toil. 

These  121  concepts  constitute  the  stock-in-trade 

Further  re-    ^^^^  which  I  maintain  that  every  thought 

auction  of     that  has  ever  passed  through  the  mind 

concepts.      ^£  jjj^jjg^^  g^  fg^j,  g^g  j^  jg  ^nowu  to  US  in 

its  literature,  has  been  expressed.  It  would  have 
been  easy  to  reduce  that  number  still  further,  for 
there  are  several  among  them  which  could  be  ranged 
together  under  more  general  concepts.  But  I  leave  this 
further  reduction  to  others,  being  satisfied  as  a  first 
attempt  with  having  shown  how  small  a  number  of 
seeds  may  produce  and  has  produced  the  enormous  in- 
tellectual vegetation  that  has  covered  the  soil  of  India 
firom  the  most  distant  antiquity  to  the  present  day  ^ 
I  shall  give  a  few  instances  how  I  think  that  the 
varying  spheres  of  meaning  of  every  root  might  be 

^  For  the  benefit  of  Sanskrit  scholars  I  give  at  the  end  in  an 
Appendix  a  list  of  the  actual  roots  which  I  have  tried  to  classify 
under  the  121  concepts,  or  rather  from  which  I  have  previously 
extracted  those  concepts. 
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determined,  first  of  all,  in  one  language,  for  instance 
in  Sanskrit,  afterwards  in  all  cognate  spheres  of 
languages  of  one  and  the  same  family.  Meaning. 
There  is  a  further  step  to  be  made,  but  that 
Trill  be  reserved  for  the  distant  future.  After 
the  sphere  of  meaning  of  a  root,  such  as,  for  in- 
stance, KHAN,  to  dig,  has  been  determined  in  the 
Aryan  family,  scholars  should  take  a  Semitic  root, 
having  originally  the  same  meaning,  whatever  its 
sound  may  be,  and  compare  the  secondary  concepts 
which  the  human  mind  spins  out  of  this  root  in  its 
Semitic  home  with  the  web  which  it  has  woven  in 
its  Aryan  home.  If  the  same  process  were  then 
carried  on  to  other  classes  of  language,  we  should  in 
the  end  gain  a  complete  panorama  of  the  intellectual 
toils  and  battles  through  which  the  human  race  has 
passed,  and  by  which  it  has  become  what  it  is.  But 
such  a  task  cannot  be  attempted  at  present,  if  ever 
it  can  be  carried  out  in  all  its  completeness.  At  pre- 
sent I  attempt  no  more  than  to  show  how  a  few  small 
corners  in  the  small  field  of  Sanskrit  may  be  sur- 
veyed, and  the  ramifications  of  a  few  Sanskrit  roots 
be  rendered  intelligible. 

The  root  KHAN  means  in  Sanskrit  to  dig,  and  its 
sphere  of  meaning  may  be  determined  by    The  root 
the  following  concepts — digging,  wounding,    k:han. 
destroying,  fastening,  spade,  mouse,  hole,  well,  sky, 
nought. 

This  may  seem  a  very  irregular  periphery  of 
thought,  and  to  a  certain  extent  I  doubt  whether 
the  special  act  of  digging  can  be  considered  as  the 
true  central  point.  We  saw  that  in  form  also  the 
root  KHAN  is  clearly  a  secondary  root,  and  that 
its  initial  KH  represents  an  original  SK.     A  root 
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SKAN  does  not  indeed  exist  in  Sanskrit,  but 
KSHAiV,  which  may  represent  it,  retains  the  mean- 
ing of  wounding  and  injuring,  while  KHA  (SKA), 
which  may  likewise  be  connected  with  SKAN,  means 
distinctly  to  cut^ 

If  then  we  take  KHAN,  not  only  in  the  sense 
of  digging,  i.  e.  cutting  open  the  soil,  but  also  of 
cutting  in  general,  we  can  account  for  the  following 
derivations  : — 

(i)  Words  expressive  of  the  Agent :  khand,  khft- 
naka  (digger,  thief,  mouse,  cf.  cuniculus,  rabbit, 
mine,  canalis),  khani,  khanitdr,  drkhu  (mole, 
mouse,  pig,  thief). 

(2)  Words  expressive  of  the  Act:  khanana,kh&ti. 

(3)  Words  expressive  of  the  Instrument:  khana- 
yitrl  (shovel),  khanltrft  (spade),  kh^tra  {Kevrpov). 

(4)  Words  expressive  of  the  Result :  khand  (hole), 
khdni  (mine),  khAta  (hole,  well,  Knro^,  gorge,  in 
K9iTa>€i9,  Zend  skata),  khA  (well,  source),  kha  (hollow, 
air,  ether,  naught). 

Words  expressive  of  Place :  khand  (a  digging). 

As  a  verb,  khan,  to  dig,  is  used  for  piercing  with 
arrows,  wounding,  etc. 

With  ud,  it  means  to  dig  up,  to  destroy. 

With  n  i,  to  dig  in,  to  hide,  to  fasten. 

With  pra,  to  undermine,  to  bring  down. 

In  Zend,  kan  with  aipi  means  to  fill ;  with  vl,  to 
level ;  with  ham,  to  rub. 


I  shall  next  examine  some  roots  which  I  have 
classed  together  under  the  head  of  Platting,  Weaving, 
Sewing,  Binding. 

It  is  impossible  when  we  speak  of  primitive  arts, 

*  See  before,  p.  372. 
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Biich  BB,  for  instance,  platting,  spinning,  weaving, 
to  say  whether  we  are  to  take  their  names  ^^  ^^^  ^^ 
in   a  very  rude  or  in  a  more  advanced  (vi,  u),  to  piat, 

xTTi  Ti  *®  weave. 

sense.  What  we  now  call  to  weave  was 
originally  no  more  than  platting,  putting  reeds  or 
fibres  side  by  side  and  tying  them  in  some  way  or 
other  so  that  they  should  hold  together.  The 
same  word,  however,  which  originally  signified  the 
rudest  art,  was  often  retained  when  that  art  had  been 
brought  to  a  higher  state  of  perfection,  just  as  we 
speak  of  a  musket  when  the  musket  hawk  has  long 
been  superseded  by  a  gun,  or  as  Flinteis  retained 
in  German  as  the  name  of  a  gun,  though  flints  have 
long  disappeared  from  our  armouries.  Sometimes 
the  same  root  means  to  plat  in  one  language,  to 
weave  or  to  spin  or  to  sow  in  another.  Thus  we 
Bnd  v€w  and  neo  used  in  Greek  and  Latin  in  the 
sense  of  spinning,  while  the  O.H.G.  nijan  means 
to  sow,  and  Gothic  nati  means  net.  In  such  words 
as  sn^yu,  tendoji,  the  radical  meaning  seems  to  be 
that  of  binding,  supposing  that  buSl  is  a  parallel  form 
of  n&^  though  the  expression  may  also  have  been 
metaphorical,  the  tendons  on  the  bones  being  like  the 
threads  holding  together  a  woof.  The  modem  term 
Histology  means  the  science  of  textures  in  animal 
tissues. 

Thus  the  sphere  of  meaning  of  VA  comprises 
platting,  weaving,  combining,  making  of  plans,  poems, 
and  songs ;  withies,  reeds,  flax,  tissue,  and  fold  in 
fourfold,  etc. 

(i)  Agent:  v&ya,  vayitar,  vemaka,  umfi,^ 
(spinster). 

(2)  Act:  vayana,  Ati,  v&na,  vayuna  (wisdom). 

'  Upaoisliada  (Sacred  Books  of  the  East,  i.  p.  151). 
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(3)  Instrument:  veman  (loom).  Material:  vetra, 
vetasa  (vitis,  iVea,  ota-o^,  withy),  venu  (reed),  um& 
(flax). 

(4)  Result:  tita  (woven),  Ati  (tissue),  otu  (warp), 
and  vaya,  fold,  in  /catur-vaya,  fourfold. 

The  root  VABH  does  not  occur  as  a  verb  in  Sanskrit, 

The  root      ^^^  ^ts  formcr  existence  is  proved  by  such 

VABH, to     words  as  flrna-vAbhi,  wool-weaver,  i.e. 

spider,  by  the  side  of  6rna-nAbhi.     VA 

and  VABH  may  be  called  parallel  roots,  and  UmBH, 

to  bind  fast  together,  belongs  to  the  same  cluster. 

The  Greek  v(p-aivw,  the  O.H.G.  weban,  to  weave, 

represent  the  same  root.      The  sphere  of  meaning 

is   weaving,   combining,    plotting,    binding,    spider. 

The  connection  between  spinning  and   thinking  is 

seen   also   in   Sk.   tarku    {arpaKTOii),    spindle,    and 

tarkayati,  to  think,  to  guess ;    likewise  in  pairTO)^ 

meaning  to  spin  and  to  contrived 

The  root  TMnKy  though  it  has  in  Sanskrit  the  more 
The  root  general  meaning  of  mixing,  filling,  satisfy- 
tmuk.  jjjg^  seems  originally  to  have  been  used  in 
the  more  special  sense  of  platting  and  joining.  It 
appears  with  that  meaning  in  Gr.  -TrXeVo)  for  irepKWy 
Lat.  plec-to,  du-plex,  Goth,  flaht  (-TrXcy/xa),  O.H.G. 
flih-tu,  and  flahs,  flax.  Parca  (like  K\a>6w)  clearly 
springs  from  the  same  source,  possibly  also  O.H.G. 
felga,  felly  (see  before,  p.  226). 

The  next  root  we  have  to  consider  is  KiRnT,  to 
spin,  leaving  out  of  consideration  its  possible  connec- 
tion with  KiKnT,  to  cut. 

Sphere  of  meaning  :   Twisting,  platting,  spinning. 

The  root     mat,  hurdlc, — fold. 

EiPvnT,to8pin. 


^  See  Schrader,  HandelsgeBchichte,  p.  175. 


THE   BOOTS   OF   SANSKRIT.  411 

Agent :  karttar. 

Act :  kartana ;  sa-krit,  once,  like  sim-plex. 
Kesult.:    ka<a»  mat;   cf.  crates,  KapraXo^,  Goth, 
haurd-s,  hurdle. 

With  pari,  to  tie  around  ;  with  ud,  to  unloose. 

The  root  KMT  may  be  distantly  connected  ,^^  ^^^ 
with  the  preceding,  but  its  own  sphere  of  km%  to 
meaning  is  binding,  bunch,  summit.  ^  ' 

Agent :  krit 

Instrument :  A;artana,  fibula. 

Besult:  JcAdd,  (?),  bunch  of  hair,  crista. 

With  ava,  nis,  vi,  to  untie,  set  free ;  with  &,  to  bind. 

Another  important  root,  having  the  sense  of  join- 
ing, is  NAH. 

Sphere  of  meaning :  Binding,  adorning.      The  root 

•  i.  1  •    1.U  NAH  (nabh), 

armmg,  strap,  navel,  neighbour.  ^  ^^^  ^  ^^^ 

Act :  naddhi,  binding. 

Instrument:  nah,  girth;  naddhrt,  a  leather  strap; 
u4bhi,  A.S.  nafela,  navel, oVc^aXoy,  umbilicus.  From 
it  sa-nllbhi,  a  real  brother  (a-^eX^op),  a  paternal  kins- 
man, affectionate,  like.  As  to  Arna-n 4bhi,  see  VABH, 
p.  410. 

Eesult :  naddha,  bound,  adorned,  armed ;  nahus, 
neighbour. 

Our  next  root  is  GKAnTH,  to  tie. 

Sphere  of  meaning:  Tying,  joining,  Theroot 
composing,  hard,  knot,  trick,  fraud,  book.   GRAiiTH,to 

Act:  grathana.  ^ 

Result:  gr at hita, joined, adorned, hard;  grathna, 
bundle ;  granthi, knot,  joint,  doubt,  fraud;  grathin, 
tricky;  grantha,  line,  book. 

With  ud,  to  loosen ;  with  upa,  to  surround. 

Another  very  important  and  wide-spreading  root 
is  SIV,  to  sew. 
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The  root  slv  Sphere  of  meaning:  Sewing,  joining, 
(Bya),  to  tew.  needle,  thread,  seam,  edge. 

Agent:  slvaka. 

Act :  slvana,  syAti,  sevana. 

Instrument:  syA  (thread,  needle),  ByAman  (strap, 
rein,  lock-string,  ififiv),  sAtra,  string. 

Kesult:  syflta,  syAna  (sack),  syAma  (ray), 
siin&  (basket). 

C£  Lat.  suo,  Gk.  Kacr-a-voD,  Goth,  siujan,  O.H.Q-. 
soum  (seam),  siuwan,  to  sow. 

The  root  SI,  which  in  certain  verbal  forms  coincides 
The  root  SI,    with  the  root  SA  (so),  to  settle,  is  never- 

tobind.  theless  in  its  nominal  derivatives  easily 
distinguishable  by  the  prevalence  of  its  palatal  vowel. 
Its  sphere  of  meaning  is  tying,  bridge,  snare,  net. 
We  have  setra,  fetter,  setu,  fetter  and  bridge, 
prasiti,  snare,  net,  and  we  see  the  vowel  i  likewise 
in  Greek  derivatives,  such  as  iVay,  strap,  i-fida-dXij^ 
whip  ;  in  O.H.G.  seil,  rope,  etc. 

The  root  SA,  to  settle,  both  active  and  neuter, 
meaning  to  hold  down  and  to  go  down,  is  best 
known  in  composition  with  prepositions.  Thus 
with  abhi,  it  means  to  hold  down,  to  destroy;  vnth 
ava,  to  take  off,  to  cease,  to  settle,  to  dwell,  to 
settle  on  something,  to  determine,  avas&ya,  meaning 
rest,  determination,  avas&na,  end,  death,  anuvya- 
vas&ya,  right  concept.  With  adhyava  it  means  to 
settle,  to  finish,  to  dare,  to  desire.  S4yam,  evening. 
West,  may  come  from  the  same  root,  in  the  sense 
of  setting  or  going  down. 

The  sphere  of  meaning  of  DiRBH  and  DiRmH,  two 
The  roots  varieties  of  one  and  the  same  root,  is 
jyjRinEyi^tie  binding  together,  fastening,  bunch,  strong, 
into  a  bunch,  ropc,  loug,  vcry,  hoping,  composing. 
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(i)  Act :  dribdhi,  binding  together. 

Result:  darbha,  bunch  of  grass,  grass  ;  darbha- 
TSLggn,  rope  of  grass. 

With  the  preposition  pi,  to  cling  to,  to  hope  ; 
^th  sam,  to  join,  to  compose. 

(2)  Act :  dWwhana. 

Agent:  dWh  (dhrik). 

Result:  dridhs,,  strong,  stronghold,  iron;  dri- 
rZAam,  very. 

With  anu,  to  prolong,  cf.  dlrgha,  long,  SoXi^o^. 

Instrument :  d^man,  fetter.  Theh)ot 

Cf.  <Jea,,  SlSfffii,  to  bind,  <Je(rM09,  fetter,  i>A.tobind. 
SiaSfifia,  diadem. 

Sphere  of  meaning  :  Binding,  pledging,    ^.^1^* 
relation,  deafness.  bind/ 

Agent:  bandhaka. 
Act :  bandhana. 
Instrument :  bandhaka,  pledge. 
Result:  bandhu,  relation  ;  badhira,  deaf. 


The  root  PAS  is  not  used  as  a  simple  verb  in 
Sanskrit,  but  we  have  it  as  a  denomina-  The  root  pa^, 
tive  verb  in  p&sayati,  to  bind,  and  in      *oti»d- 
nominal  derivatives,  such  as : 

Instrument :  p&«a,  fetter. 

Result :  pasu,  what  is  caught  and  tethered,  i.  e. 
cattle,  pecus;  Goth,  faihu.  In  other  Aryan  lan- 
guages this  root  has  been  very  prolific.  We  find  it 
in  Latin  pftc-iscor,  pactus  sum,  I  bind  or  pledge 
myself,  in  psLx,  peace,  p&care,  to  quiet ;  in  Goth, 
fahan,  to  catch.  There  is  a  parallel  form  with 
final  media  in  idiy-wpn^  to  fasten,  irdytj,  snare,  com- 
pages,  fetter,  piguus,  pledge,  and  another  with  na^- 
lisation  in  pango,  to  fix.  German  fangen,  to  catch. 
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To  give  an  idea  of  the  wonderful  variety  of 
thought  that  may  find  expression  through  one 
such  simple  root  as  TASy  to  fasten,  to  bind,  I  shall 
give  a  list,  not  of  all,  for  that  would  be  impos- 
sible within  the  limits  of  a  chapter,  but  of  the 
more  important  words  in  Greek,  Latin,  and 
German  which  can  be  traced  back  to  this  one 
single  root. 
In  Greek,  the  verb  iniyvvfii^  ■arij^a),  means  I  fasten. 

TreTTfjyay  I  stand  fast. 

TTtjKTogy  stuck  in,  well  put  together,  compacted, 
solid,  congealed,  curdled,  frozen. 

TTi/icTjJ,  a  net  or  cage  to  catch  birds. 

X171CT/9,  a  harp  or  pipe,  joined  of  several  reeds. 

TraKTfov,  a  boat,  easily  put  together  and  taken  to 
pieces. 

TraKTocoy  to  fasten. 

Trrjytia,  framework,  scaffold,  anything  congealed, 
rennet. 

x5^i9,  fixing,  freezing. 

TTtjyo^,  well  put  together,  solid,  strong. 

TrijyeorlfAaWo^y  thick-fleeced. 

irnya^^  rime,  earth  hardened  after  rain. 

TTfiyero^y  irayero^^  frost,  rime. 

Trd)(ytjy  hoar-frost,  rime. 

Trdyog,  a  mound,  hill  (Areopagus),  frost,  scum  on 
the  surface  of  milk,  salt. 

Trdyn,  snare,  noose,  trap. 

irayioff,  firm. 

Traj(y9  (pinguis),  thick,  stout,  dull,  stupid,  toxv- 
SepfjLogy  thick-skinned. 

7rd(raraXo9,  pcg,  7ra(r<raXeua),  tO  hang  on  a  peg. 

oTTo^,  once. 
In  Latin  we  have,  (i)  With  final  tenuis : 
paciscor,  pactus  sum,  pacisci,  to  agree  upon. 
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pactum  and  pactio,  a  compact,  agreement. 
p^Xy  a  treaty,  peace, 
p^care,  to  pacify  (payer,  to  pay), 
p^cificus,  pacific. 

(2)  With  final  media: 

page  re,  in  xii.  tables,  to  settle  by  law. 

comp^ges,  a  joining  together,  structure. 

prop^ges  and  prop&go,  a  layer,  oflfepring, 
descendant. 

prop&go,  to  peg  down,  to  propagate,  to  extend, 
to  prolong. 

pS^gina,  a  page,  comp^ginare,  to  join. 

pignus,  pledge. 

p&lus  (paglus),  stake. 

p4gus,  settlement  (pagan us,  a  pagan). 

(3)  With  final  media  and  nasal : 

pango,  pepigi,to  fasten, to  set, to  compose, to  write. 

compingo,  to  join,  to  compose. 

impingo,  to  bind,  to  drive  into,  to  urge ;  im- 
pact io,  impact. 

suppingo,  to  fasten  underneath. 

In  German,  too,  we  have  two  bases,  one  corre- 
sponding to  pac,  namely  fahen,  the  other  to  pang, 
namely  fan  gen. 

(i)  Fahen  is  the  Gothic  fahan,  faifah,  O.H.G. 
f4han,  and  in  the  preterite  fie  and  fiang,  with 
nasal,  part,  gifangan.  It  means  to  catch,  to  take,  to 
take  root,  etc. 

Fahig,  capax,  clever,  capable. 

Fahigkeit,  facultas. 

Fach,  snare  {irdyfi,  p&sa) ;  partition,  wall ;  space 
between  walls,  space,  time  ;  business,  occupation  (as 
in  Fachmann),  fold. 

-fach,  as  in  vielfach,  manifold. 

(2)  Fangen,  to  catch,  to  take,  to  take  root,  etc. 
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Gefangen,caaiglit,  imprisoned,  Gefangniss,  prison. 

Empfangen,  to  receive,  to  conceive. 

Finger,  digitus. 

However  large  the  number  of  these  derivatives, 
and  however  various  their  significations,  they  give 
no  idea  as  yet  of  the  real  wealth  that  has  been 
got  out  of  this  one  small  mine.  All  words  which 
we  have  examined  are  words  of  broad  and  definite 
meaning,  and  we  have  hardly  said  anything  of  the 
finer  shades  of  thought  and  feeling  which  language 
has  to  express. 

Empfangen  in  German  means  to  receive,  no 
longer  to  catch.  But  ein  empfangliches  Herz 
is  not  only  a  receptive,  but  a  responsive  or  sym- 
pathising heart, 

Verfangen  means  to  catch.  But  if  we  say,  Dies 
verfangt  nicht,  we  mean  this  does  not  tell,  it 
does  not  touch  the  main  point.  Eine  verf  angliche 
Frage  is  a  perplexing  question,  eine  unverfang- 
liche  Bemerkung,  an  innocent  remark.  A  shy 
girl  is  called  befangen,  a  wild  girl  a  Wildfang. 
Umfangen  is  to  embrace,  Umfang,  the  extent, 
umfanglich,  lengthy.  Anfangen  is  to  begin,  an- 
fanglich  means  at  first.  Unterfangen  is  to  under- 
take, but  it  generally  implies  to  undertake  some- 
thing that  is  too  difficult.  If  we  went  through  all 
these  derivatives,  and  added  to  them  all  their  pos- 
sible compounds,  we  might  put  together  a  small 
dictionary  that  would  supply  the  materials  for  a  not 
inconsiderable  conversation. 

Of  course  it  might  be  said  that  the  Sanskrit 
language,  from  which  alone  the  roots  and  their  con- 
cepts are  taken,  is  only  one  of  the  Aryan  languages  ; 
but  I  make  bold  to  say  that  there  are  few  concepts 
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in  English  or  Latin  or  Greek  that  could  not  be  ex- 
pressed with  the  words  derived  from  Sanskrit  roots. 

I  believe,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  number  of 
roots  necessary  to  account  for  the  whole  wealth  of 
the  English  Dictionary,  which  is  said  to  amount  to 
250,000  words,  is  smaller  than  that  of  P&nini's 
roots,  even  after  they  have  been  reduced  to  their 
proper  limits.  Roots,  which  in  Sanskrit  left  one  or 
two  words  behind,  have  often,  after  the  loss  of  their 
small  progeny,  become  totally  extinct,  while  in 
modern  languages  one  single  root  has  often,  by  the 
formation  of  primary,  secondary,  and  tertiary  deriva- 
tives, and  by  the  elaboration  of  new  meanings,  in- 
creased the  number  of  its  descendants  to  an  enormous 
extent.  One  feels  almost  tempted  to  compare  the 
fertility  of  the  human  mind  in  the  production  of 
words  with  the  fertility  of  nature  in  the  production 
of  plants  and  animals.  Here  as  there  the  same 
simplicity  of  the  elements,  the  same  unbounded 
variety  of  form,  and  the  same  carelessness  as  to 
the  survival  of  any  but  the  fittest.  The  English 
Dictionary  comprehends  the  survivals  of  many 
languages  and  many  dialects,  but  of  the  millions 
of  words  that  have  become  extinct  there  is  no 
record,  except  here  and  there  in  a  few  classical 
texts  and  ancient  inscriptions.  'The  living  are 
few,  the  dead  are  many.' 

There  is  no  sentence  in  English  of  which  every 

word  cannot  be  traced  back  to  the  800  roots,  and 

every  thought  to  the    121    fundamental    concepts 

which  remained  aft^er  a  careful  sifting  of  the  materials 

supplied  to  us  by  Pdwini.     If  I  say  every  word  and 

every  thought,  this  must,  of  course,  be  accepted  cum 

grano  sal  is.     There  are  words  in  English,  as  there 

E  e 
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are  in  Sanskrit,  of  which  we  do  not  know  the  ety- 
mology, and  shall  probably  never  know  it.  But  they 
constitute  a  small  remnant,  which  for  our  purposes 
may  be  ignored  as  compared  with  the  immense 
majority  of  words  that  has  been  accounted  for. 
I  know  of  few  things  which  are  at  the  same  time 
so  humbling  and  so  elevating  as  the  small 
number  ot  concepts  out  oi  which  ail  our 
thoughts  and  our  words  have  been  elaborated. 
All  that  we  admire,  all  on  which  we  pride  ourselves, 
our  thoughts,  whether  poetical,  philosophical  or 
religious,  our  whole  literature,  our  whole  intellectual 
life,  is  built  up  with  about  121  bricks.  If  they  are 
given  us,  we  can  erect  a  temple  which  rests  on  the 
earth  and  touches  the  sky,  nay,  which  encircles  even 
what  is  beneath  the  earth  and  above  the  sky ; 
for,  wonderful  to  say,  we  can  name,  not  only 
what  we  see  and  hear  and  handle,  but  even  what 
eye  has  not  seen  nor  ear  heard.  I  do  not  in  all 
this  forget  the  architects,  the  poets,  the  prophets, 
and  philosophers;  but  what  would  architects 
be  without  stones  and  bricks?  The  Science  of 
Language  startled  the  world  some  years  ago  with 
the  announcement  that  it  could  reduce  the  250,ocx) 
words,  now  filling  an  English  Dictionary,  to  about 
1,000  roots.  The  Science  of  Thought  goes  beyond 
this,  and  assures  us  that  every  thought  that  ever 
crossed  the  mind  of  man  can  be  traced  back  to 
about  121  simple  concepts  ^     I  may  seem  to  some 

'  In  some  excellent  articles  contributed  to  the  Bibliotheca 
Sacra  by  the  Eev.  George  F.  Wright  (1876,  Oct.,  p.  690),  it  is  said 
with  great  truth :  *  How  the  vast  number  of  complicated  concepts 
which  man  employs  could  have  been  packed  away  for  use  in  the 
simple  Bounds  to  which  he  gives  utterance,  surpasses  our  com- 
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of  my  readers  to  use  exaggerated  language,  but 
the  only  exaggeration  I  am  really  guilty  of  is  my 
taking  for  granted  that  what  has  been  proved  of 
Sanskrit,  can  be  proved  of  any  other  Aryan  language 
also.  Whether  that  is  so  or  not,  I  gladly  leave  to 
be  settled  by  future  scholars.  But  even  if  at 
present  we  have  proved  no  more  than  that  the 
myriads  of  thoughts  that  swarmed  through  the  hive 
of  the  Indian  intellect  are  all  the  offspring  of  not 
more  than  a  hundred  and  twenty  mother-ideas,  a  step 
in  advance  has  been  made  by  the  Science  of  Thought 
such  as  few  philosophers  have  ever  dreamt  of 

prehension.  The  creative  power  of  mind  which  has  given  origin 
to  the  material  machinery  of  the  nineteenth  century  must  take 
a  very  humble  place  beside  that  of  the  men  who  first  put  thought 
and  words  together.  The  former  harnessed  heat  and  electricity ; 
the  latter  made  available  the  true  Promethean  fire.' 
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CHAPTEE  VIII. 


FORMATION   OF   WORDS. 


I  HAVE  sometimes  spoken  of  roots  and  their  form- 
Badicai  ation  as  representing  a  complete  period  in 
Period.  ^^Q  history  of  the  human  mind.  In  a 
certain  sense  this  may  be  true,  but  in  a  very  re- 
stricted sense  only.  Growth  does  not  submit  to  hard 
and  fast  lines,  and  we  have  no  right  therefore  to  sup- 
pose or  to  assert  that  all  the  roots  of  a  language  were 
elaborated  before  another  step  was  made  in  advance. 
Many  roots  show  by  their  form,  and  still  more  by 
the  concepts  which  they  embody,  that  they  belong 
to  what  we  should  call  secondary  stages  of  thought, 
and  though  we  can  perfectly  understand  that  all  the 
purposes  of  language  could  be  realised  with  roots 
only — this  is  the  case  to  the  present  day  with 
Chinese — we  have  no  right  to  imagine  that,  until 
every  single  root  had  been  finally  settled,  no  progress 
was  made  in  the  synthesis  of  roots,  i.  e.  in  the  form- 
ation of  words. 

When  I  speak  of  roots  I  do  not  simply  mean  a 
phonetic  element  which  has  been  discovered  as 
shared  by  a  number  of  words  in  common.  That 
would  be  to  a  certain  extent  P&nini's  view  of  a  root. 
But  though  it  would  explain  the  process  by  which, 
under  proper  precautions,  a  root  may  be  discovered, 
the  result  of  that  process  might  be  something  purely 
abstract  and  unreal.    I  mean  by  root  something  real. 
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something  that  was  actually  used  in  conversation, 
though  T  willingly  grant  to  the  logician  that  a  root, 
as  soon  as  it  forms  part  of  a  sentence,  should  be  dis- 
tinguished by  a  new  name  and  be  called  a  word. 

Now  the  shortest  sentence  of  all  is,  no  doubt,  the 
imperative,  and  it  is  in  the  imperative  that  , 

■*■  '  ^  ^  ^      Imperative. 

almost  to  the  present  day  roots  retain  their 
simplest  form.  If  KHAN  is  the  root,  khana  is  the 
imperative,  meaning  Dig  I  If  DA  is  the  root,  dfi.,  give! 
might  have  been  the  imperative.  DA,  however,  and 
similar  roots  take  dhi  or  hi  as  a  suffix  of  the  im- 
perative in  Sanskrit.  Thus  AD,  to  eat,  becomes 
ad-dhi  (ad-hi),  eat  thou!  Whether  this  hi  or  dhi 
was  originally  a  pronominal  element,  indicating  the 
second  person,  or  whether  it  was  purely  exhortative, 
is  a  question  which  I  gladly  leave  to  those  who  have 
better  ears  than  I  have.  Anyhow  this  form  was 
old,  and  appears  almost  identical  in  Sanskrit  and 

Greek,  as  in 

sru-dhi  =  K\vdi. 

i-hi  =  ?0i. 

pi-pri-hi  =  {€fjL)TrtTrXrj6i^. 

To  us  there  seems  a  great  difference  between  the 
imperative  and  the  indicative.  Yet  the  fact  remains 
that  in  Greek  the  second  person  plural  and  dual  in 
the  active  and  passive,  indicative  and  imperative,  are 
identical,  ^perovj  (pepercy  (pipea-Ocy  ^perrOov.  In  San- 
skrit, on  the  contrary,  several  forms  of  the  imperative 
coincide  with  the  imperfect,  if  we  drop  the  augment, 
which  in  the  earliest  Sanskrit  is  frequently  absent, 
and  always  so  after  the  prohibitive,  that  is,  the  nega- 
tively imperative,  particle  mA;  namely,  i,  2,  3  pers. 

*  Curtius,  Verbum,  vol;  ii.  p.  46. 
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dual,  I,  2  pers.  plur.  Parasm.,  2,  3  pers.  dual,  2 
pers.  plur.  Atmanep. ;  and  in  the  Second  Conjugation, 
2,  3  pers.  dual,  2  pars.  plur.  Parasm.,  2,  3  pers.  dual, 
2  pers.  plur.  Atmanep. 

This  similarity  in  form  between  the  imperative 
and  the  indicative  present  in  Greek  may  be  explained 
by  a  similarity  in  intention,  and  we  must  remember 
that  even  in  modem  languages  we  can  say  *  you  go ' 
instead  of  'go,*  or  in  German  'du  gehst  jetzt 
gleich '  instead  of '  geh  jetzt  gleich.'  In  Sanskrit, 
however,  the  similarity  between  certain  forms  of  the 
imperative  and  the  imperfect  is  apparent  only, 
because,  by  a  reference  to  Vedic  Sanskrit,  what 
seem  to  be  forms  of  the  imperfect  without  the 
augment,  turn  out  to  be  really  Let  or  subjunctive 
forms. 

If  we  accepted  Aristotle's  definition  that  every 
enunciation  (a-Tro^ai/cn?)  declares  what  is  either  true 
or  false  (De  Interp.  c.  4),  the  imperative  could  hardly 
claim  that  name,  as  Uttle  as  what  Aristotle  mentions, 
the  prayer  (cv-x^).  From  a  higher  point  of  view, 
however,  the  imperative  also  may  be  caUed  a 
sentence,  for  it  makes  the  hearer  understand  some- 
thing which  the  speaker  wishes  him  to  know.  Nor 
is  it  difficult  to  imagine  a  transition  from  an  im- 
perative to  an  indicative  sentence.  Suppose  a 
threatening  command  had  been  conveyed  to  a  gang 
of  lazy  slaves — *  Dig ! '  would  not  a  blubbering 
utterance  of  the  same  word  have  been  the  natural 
response,  deprecating  by  its  frequent  repetition  the 
punishment  that  was  impending  on  their  backs'  1 
Nay,  even  the  most  primitive  form  of  a  conditional 

^  See  Paw.  iii,  4,  2,  luuihi  lunihity  evam  lunati. 
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sentence  would  soon  spring  from  these  eaxly  mono- 
syllabic conversations.  A  master  requiring  his  slaves 
to  labour  and  promising  them  their  food  in  the 
evening,  would  have  no  more  to  say  than  *  Dig — 
Feed/  and  this  would   be  quite   as   intelligible   as 

*  Dig,  and  you  shall  have  food,'  or,  as  we  now  say, 
'  K  you  dig,  you  shall  have  food/ 

But  we  are  anticipating  what   belongs   to   later 
phases  of  human  speech. 

Next  to  the  imperative,  what  is  now  called  the 
Vocative,  a  kind  of  nominal  imperative.  Vocative, 
belongs  likewise  to  the  earliest  attempts  of  language. 
As  little  as  the  imperative  presupposes  a  scheme  of 
conjugation,  does  the  vocative  presuppose  a  complete 
system  of  declension.  It  is  possible  to  imagine  a 
vocative  even  before  the  formation  of  a  real  noun. 
As  soon  as  the  root  YUDH,  to  fight,  is  used  in 
the  sense  of  fighter,  it  has  passed,  even  though  it 
undergoes  no  outward  change,  through  a  complete 
process  of  predication.  This  process,  which  we  may 
represent  by  '  Fight-here '  or  *  Fighting-he,'  gives  us 
a  concept  and  a  noun.  YUDH  has  then  really 
become  what  is  called  a  general  term,  applicable  to 
many.  But  in  an  early  phase  of  thought,  even  roots 
may  have  been  used  as  what  we  should  call  proper 
names,  or  nick-names,  and  these  singular  terms  would 
hardly  require  that  previous  process  of  predication 
-whicli  produced  such  words  as  digger,  fighter,  striker. 
Proper  names,  in  a  primitive  state  of  society,  seem 
often  to  be  mere  imperatives,    such   as    *  Fear- not,' 

*  Trust-God,'  etc.  Here  then  imperative  and  vocative 
-would  run  very  close  together.  '  Strike '  might  be 
an  imperative,  and  at  the  same  time,  though  possibly 
with  a  change  of  intonation,  a  vocative  also,  just  as 
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now  the  people  who  follow  a  boat-race  shout '  Stroke/ 
the  name  of  the  first  rower,  but  mean  at  the  same 
time,  though  they  do  not  say  so,  *  Strike  out.' 

All  this,  however,  forms  the  prelude  to  language 
The  o^y-  I^^^l  language  begins,  as  Aristotle 
Categories,  tnew  perfectly  well,  with  the  sentence, 
with  predication  or  KaTtjyopla.  The  word  Karfiyopla, 
and  the  different  forms  of  it,  the  famous  Categories, 
have  been  exposed  to  many  misunderstandings,  but 
their  true  meaning  is  neither  more  nor  less  than 
what  its  name  implies,  namely  predication.  This 
is  the  sense  in  which  Aristotle  first  used  the  word, 
and  it  is  the  sense  in  which  for  the  present  I  mean 
to  use  it. 

Aristotle  speaks  generally  of  ten  categories  (Cat. 
iv.  i),  namely: — 

(i)  Ova-ia,  Substantia,  Substantive,  e.g.  horse. 

(2)  rioo-oi/.  Quantum,  Adjective,  quantitative,  e.  g. 
two  cubits  long. 

(3)  Uoiov,  Quale,  Adjective,  qualitative,  e.g.  white, 

(4)  Upog  Tt^  Ad  aliquid,  Adjective,  relative,  e.g. 
double. 

(5)  Iloi;,  Ubi,  Adverb,  local,  e.g.  in  the  market. 

(6)  IIoTe,  Quando,  Adverb,  temporal,  e.  g.  yester- 
day. 

(7)  Keia-dai^  Situm  esse.  Verb,  intransitive,  e.g. 
to  stand. 

(8)  "Exetv,  (se)  Habere,  Verb,  intransitive,  e.g.  to 
be  thus  or  thus. 

(9)  IIoieFi/,  Agere,  Verb,  active  transit.,  e.  g.  to  cut. 

(10)  Ilaa-j(€iv^  Pati,  Verb,  passive,  e.  g.  to  be  cut- 
Aristotle   evidentlv  asked   himself,  VSThat  do  we 

predicate  when  we  form  an  enunciation  ?  and  he 
naturally  took  his  answer  from  the  Greek  language, 
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such  as  it  was  spoken  in  his  days.  But  it  is  a 
mistake  to  imagine  that  he  borrowed  the  categories 
from  Greek  grammars.  Grammars  and  grammatical 
science  hardly  existed  in  his  time,  certainly  not  as 
an  independent  branch  of  knowledge.  On  the  con- 
trary, when  grammar  became  separated  from  logic, 
grammarians  borrowed  Aristotle's  logical  terms,  and 
used  them  for  their  own  purposes.  It  is  right,  there- 
fore, to  say  that  Aristotle  borrowed  his  categories 
from  the  Greek  language,  it  is  wrong  to  say  that  he 
borrowed  them  from  Greek  grammar. 

After  this,  everything  will  be  easy  and  intelligible. 
In  grammar  the  categories  came  to  be  used  as  the 
names  of  what  we  now  call  the  ten  parts  of  speech, 
and  in  that  form  the  framework  which  had  been 
borrowed  from  language  was  handed  back,  as  it  were, 
to  the  students  of  language. 

At  a  later  time,  when  philosophers  looked  for  the 
highest  genera  of  things,  these  categories  proved 
again  extremely  useful,  because  it  was  found  that 
the  most  general  praedicamenta  corresponded,  as 
was  natural,  to  the  highest  genera  that  could  be 
predicated.     Aristotle  himself  takes  the  categories  as 

a")(fiyLaTa  t??  Kar^yopla^^  but  also  as  yevti  rod  ovro^  or 


TCOV  OVTODV^, 


Lastly,  when  the  question  was  asked  how  we  came 
to  predicate  at  all,  these  categories,  though  slightly 
modified  by  successive  philosophers,  came  in  again 
as  the  fundamental  concepts  of  the  mind,  the 
Stammbegriffe  des  Verstandes,  the  nature  of 
which,  whether  as  the  result  of  repeated  experience 
and  generalisation,  or  as  the  antecedent  sine  quft 

*  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  208. 
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non  of  all  experience,  still  continues  to  be  one  of  the 
most  important  subjects  of  philosophical  controversy. 

Almost  every  philosopher  has  amused  himself  in 
pointing  out  flaws  or  redundancies  in  Aristotle's  table 
of  categories,  yet  that  table  is  a  very  wonderful 
achievement,  if  only  rightly  interpreted.  Aristotle, 
speaking  and  thinking  the  Greek  language,  asked 
himself  under  how  many  different  heads  the  words 
which  he  himself  used  in  predication  could  be 
classified,  or  how  many  kinds  of  predication  were  to 
be  found  in  that  language  which  represented  to  him 
all  languages,  namely  Greek. 

As  every  sentence  consisted  of  a  subject  and  a 
predicate,  all  words  might  be  divided  into  those 
which  expressed  substances,  and  those  which  ex- 
pressed attributes.  The  first  category  was  therefore 
that  of  substance,  the  predication  of  ovcrlaf  which 
gives  us, ra  ovra,  things.  We  must  remember  that 
we  do  not  predicate  to  Sv,  that  which  is,  but  that 
we  predicate  ovcrla,  substance,  and  thus  create  to  o*'. 
This  is  a  distinction  that  has  often  been  overlooked. 

The  first  category  is  fundamental  and  stands  by 
itself.  All  other  categories  predicate  attributes  or 
First  Category,  accidcuts,  and  they  always  presuppose 
Substance.  i}^q  g|.g(^  Category  of  ovcrla,  bccausc  attri- 
butes can  be  predicated  only  after  the  category  of 
ovcrla  has  been  applied  to  something  which  may 
become  the  subject  of  further  predication.  Gram- 
matically this  distinction  often  seems  to  vanish, 
because  adjectives  may  almost  always,  without  any 
change  of  form,  be  used  as  substantives,  and  sub- 
stantives as  adjectives.  We  may  use  adjectives 
as  substantives,  as  when  we  say  Sapientes  dicunt, 
'Sages   say;'    but   here   homines,  men,   is   under- 
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stood.  We  may  use  substantives  as  predicates,  as 
when  we  say  'Bucephalus  is  a  horse/  but  in  that 
case  horse  does  not  predicate  substance,  ovarla,  but 
quality,  irotov.  It  is,  in  fact,  an  adjective  in  disguise. 
It  means  that  Bucephalus  has  all  the  attributes  of 
a  horse,  or  belongs  to  the  class  of  things  signified 
bv  the  name  of  horse.  Equus  is  used  instead  of 
equinus.  But  when  I  say  hie  equus  est  albus, 
equus,  horse,  could  not  be  replaced  by  equinus. 
Equus  here  predicates  ova-la,  substance,  it  refers  to 
an  oi/,  a  thing ;  it  is  a  true  substantive,  the  name 
of  something  substantial. 

While  then  the  first  category  predicates  ova-la  or- 
substance  of  something  which  thus  be-  categories 
comes  an  Sv,  a  thing,  all  the  other  cate-  »-»^- 
gories  are  meant  to  predicate  something  of  the  ov. 
If  we  say  that  *  the  horse  is  six  feet  high,*  or  better, 
if  we  say,  *  the  horses  are  five  in  number/  we  pre- 
dicate a  TToaov,  or  quantum.  If  we  say  the  horse 
is  strong,  we  predicate  a  irotop  or  quale.  If  we 
say  the  horse  is  stronger  than  the  mule,  we  predicate 
a  -n-po^  Tiy  an  ad  aliquid,  a  relation. 

These  three  categories  which  difier  essentially 
from  the  first,  in  so  far  as  they  predicate  something 
of  something,  while  the  first  category  names  some- 
thing of  which  attributes  can  be  predicated,  difier 
but  slightly  among  themselves.  The  quantum 
difiers  from  the  quale,  because  it  simply  counts, 
while  the  quale  defines  or  qualifies,  and  the  ad 
aliquid  may  be  explained  as  qualifying  with  refer- 
ence to  something  else,  not  only  when  we  actually 
use  a  comparative,  but  also  when  we  speak,  for 
instance,  of  the  master,  i.e.  of  a  servant,  or  of  a 
servant,  i.e.  of  a  master. 
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The  next  two  categories  refer  to  space  and  time. 
Categories  ^hcy  have  been  called  adverbial,  but  it 
of  Space  and  would  be  equally  correct  to  describe  them 
^^^^'  as  declensional,  for  they  are  generally 
conveyed  by  the  cases  of  nouns,  excepting  the 
nominative  and  vocative,  both  of  which  have  really 
no  right  to  be  called  cases  or  irrdcrei^  in  the  philo- 
sophical meaning  of  that  word  ^ 

The  last  four  categories  are  realised  in  the  verb. 
The  verbal  If  wc  take  the  ninth  category  first,  we 
Categories,  g^e  that  it  is  expressed  by  active  transi- 
tive verbs,  such  as  *  I  dig  the  ground,*  *  I  cut  the 
wood.'  The  tenth  is  the  passive,  and  of  course, 
intransitive  verb,  *  I  am  struck,'  *  I  am  loved.'  The 
seventh  category  is  active,  but  intransitive,  such  as 

*  I  move,'  '  I  walk,'  *  I  shake,'  '  I  fear,'  *  I  stand,' 
where  the  action  remains  in  the  agent,  without 
necessarily  going  out  towards  something  else,  that 
is,  where  the  verb  is  intransitive. 

The  most  difficult  category  of  all  is  the  eighth. 
It  likewise  comprises  intransitive  verbs,  but  verbs 
which  express,  not  an  act,  but  a  passive  status  or 
habitus,  what  Aristotle  expresses  by  eyeiv  or  e^ey, 
as  in  KaKoog  exeii',  Old  Germ,  ubil  haban,  and  illus- 
trates by  viroSeSerai  and  wirXia-Tai,  i.  e.  *  he  is  shod,' 

*  he  is  armed.' 

Other  interpreters,  however,  take  €j(€iv  not  in 
the  sense  of  se  habere  (sich  verbal  ten),  but  of 
habere,  though  they  do  not  explain  how  Aristotle 
could  have   illustrated  that  category  by  viroSeSerat 


'  If  Sanskrit  grammarians  exclude  not  only  nominative  and 
vocative,  but  the  genitive  also  from  the  name  Karaka,  this  is 
because  they  think  of  it  chiefly  as  predicative  or  as  ycwK^. 
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and  ATrXiarai.  Augustin  \  for  instance,  gives  eight 
kinds  of  habere,  all  with  the  sense  of  having  or 
possessing,  such  as,  to  have  something  in  the  mind, 
like  justice ;  to  have  somethiiig  in  the  body^  like 
i?vhiteness ;  to  have  length  ;  to  have  a  ring  on  the 
finger;  a  dress  on  the  body;  to  have  arms  and  feet ; 
to  contain  wine  as  a  cask ;  to  possess  something 
like  a  house.  But  aU  this  would  originally  be 
expressed  by  active  transitive  verbs,  such  as  to 
possess,  to  hold,  to  contain,  and  would  not  require 
the  admission  of  a  separate  category.  This  shows 
at  how  early  a  time  Aristotle's  philosophy  began 
to  be  completely  misunderstood. 

That  these  categories  were  gathered  from  the 
Greek  language,  and  that  Aristotle,  if  he  had  been 
a  Jew  or  Chinaman,  might  have  collected  a  different 
set  of  categories,  may  be  readily  admitted.  Still 
whatever  language  we  have  to  deal  with,  we  shall 
always  find  in  it  one  category  to  express  subjects, 
others  to  express  the  predicates  of  such  subjects, 
the  quantum,  quale,  and  ad  aliquid,  these  being 
in  space,  and  the  situm  esse,  habere,  agere,  and 
pati,  all  of  which  involve  a  being  or  continuing  in 
time.  We  need  not  have  definite  grammatical  forms 
to  distinguish  nouns,  adjectives,  verbs,  adverbs,  and 
particles,  but  there  must  be  the  categories  which 
we  express  by  these  grammatical  formations. 

We  saw  before  that  a  substantive,  for  instance, 
could  stand  for  an  adjective,  as  in  hie  est  equus, 
and  we  might  say  that  an  adjective  may  take  the 
place  of  a  verb,  as  in  equus  est  canus,  which  is  much 
the  same  as  equus  canet.   Language  might  dispense 


^  Categoriae  (ed.  Lugdun.  1563),  vol.  i.  p.  421. 
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with  adjectives  altogether.  But  in  spite  of  these 
uncertainties,  the  table  ,of  ten  categories  was  found 
to  supply  a  convenient  frame  for  grammarians  who 
filled  it  with  the  Partes  Orationis,  assigning  Sub- 
stantives to  the  first  category  (ovq-Za),  to  which, 
properly  speaking,  pronouns  also  belong ;  adjectives 
to  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  categories,  iroiop, 
TToa-ov,  irpo^  ri ;  adverbs  and  prepositions,  which  may 
be  called  transitive  adverbs,  to  the  fourth  and  fifth 
categories,  ttov  and  -TroVe;  and  the  four  remaining 
categories  to  the  verb.  Conjunctions  might  be 
classed  under  adverbs  determining  the  relation, 
not  of  single  words,  but  of  whole  members  of  a 
sentence,  while  most  of  the  cases  too  might  find  a 
place  under  that  heading. 

If  we  examine  the  objections  which  have  been 

Objections  ^^^^  to  Aristotlc's  Categories,  we  shall 
to  Aristotle's   generally   find   that   they   arise    from    a 

Categories,  niisuuderstanding  of  Aristotle's  real  pur- 
pose. All  he  cared  for  was  that  nothing  that  is  ever 
predicated  in  any  sentence  should  be  without  a  place 
in  his  system.  Mill  in  his  Logic  says  that  there  is 
no  place  for  the  feelings.  This  is  a  mistake.  If 
feelings  are  predicated,  they  can  only  be  predicated, 
either  as  states  of  feeling,  and  they  would  then 
fall  under  the  eighth  category  of  ex«^  se  habere,  as, 
for  instance,  '  he  feels  tired,'  *  he  feels  hopeful ; '  or, 
if  they  are  active  transitive  feelings,  they  would 
belong  to  the  ninth  category  of  iroieiv,  such  as  *he 
desires  food,'  *  he  watches  the  serpent ;  *  while,  if 
they  are  conceived  as  sufferings,  they  might  be 
claimed  by  the  tenth  category  of  Trda-x^iv^  as  *  he 
has  been  terrified.* 

Again,  if  Mill  remarks  that   by  the   side  of  the 
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category  of  KeicrOat  or  situ m  esse,  that  of  ttoi?  or 
ubi  is  redundant,  he  confounds  two  things.  The 
category  of  Kcia-Oai  is  meant  for  the  predication 
of  a  status,  that  of  ttoi/,  ubi,  for  the  predication  of 
the  place,  as  ttotc  is  for  the  predication  of  the  time, 
in  which  that  status,  or  act,  or  suflfering  happens 
to  be.  Kant  has  rightly  separated  the  fifth  and  sixth 
categories,  as  forms  of  sensuous  intuition. 

Let  anv  one  try  to  analyse  any  sentence  which  he 
may  meet  with,  and  he  will  be  surprised  to  find  that 
no  predicamentum  which  occurs  in  it  is  without 
a  place  in  the  table  of  predicamenta  drawn  up 
by  Aristotle.  We  might,  no  doubt,  bring  the  cate- 
gories of  quantum,  quale,  and  ad  aliquid  under 
the  more  general  category  of  quality,  those  of  ubi 
and  quando  under  that  of  situation  in  time  or  space, 
but  we  should  not  gain  much  by  this,  and  for  prac- 
tical purposes  these  subdivisions  have  certainly  proved 
most  useful. 

Whether  the  categories  which  Kant  calls  the 
categories  of  modality  might  claim  a  place  in 
Aristotle's  table,  is  a  question  that  has  often  been 
discussed.  In  grammar  they  are  expressed  by  the 
indicative,  the  subjunctive,  and  the  optative,  and 
by  certain  gerunds^.  It  seems  better,  however,  to 
treat  these  as  syncategorematic  rather  than  as  cate- 
gorematic,  and  they  can  often  be  dissolved  into 
a  sentence  on  which  the  chief  sentence  depends. 
'All  men  may  be  good'  is  much  the  same  as  *I 
believe  that  all  men  are  good.' 

But  these  categories  which  proved  of  so  much 
utility  to  the  early  grammarians,  have  a  still  higher 

^  See  Reisig,  Yorlesungen  tiber  Lateinische  SprachwisEenschaft, 

§  lO. 
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interest  to  the  students  of  the  science  of  lan- 
guage and  thought.  Whereas  Aristotle 
determimng  acccpted  them  simplj  as  the  given  forms 
the  Growth  ^f  predication  in  Greek,  after  that  lan- 
guage had  become  possessed  of  the  whole 
wealth  of  its  words,  we  shall  have  to  look  upon 
them  as  representing  the  various  processes  by  which 
those  Greek  words,  and  all  our  own  words  and 
thoughts  too,  first  assumed  a  settled  form.  While 
Aristotle  took  all  his  words  and  sentences  as  given, 
and  simply  analysed  them  in  order  to  discover  how 
many  kinds  of  predication  they  contained,  we  ask 
how  we  ever  came  into  possession  of  such  words 
as  horse,  white,  many,  greater,  here,  now,  I  stand, 
I  fear,  I  cut,  I  am  cut.  Anybody  who  is  in  pos- 
session of  such  words  can  easily  predicate,  but  we 
shall  now  have  to  show  that  every  word  by  itself  was 
from  the  first  a  predication,  and  that  it  formed  a  com- 
plete sentence  by  itself.  To  us,  therefore,  the  real 
question  is,  how  these  primitive  sentences,  which 
afterwards  dwindled  away  into  mere  words,  came 
into  existence.  The  true  categories,  in  fact,  are 
not  those  which  are  taught  by  grammar,  but  those 
which  produced  grammar,  and  it  is  these  categories 
which  we  now  proceed  to  examine. 

If  the  Science  of  Language  had  taught  us  nothing 
^  ,  ,      ^  else  except  that  all  terms,  whether  sin- 

Words  formed  ^  ' 

by  applying    gular    or   general,  concrete    or   abstract, 
theCategones  (Jenotativc    or  counotative,   collective   or 

to  the  Roots. 

partitive,  positive  or  negative,  relative  or 
absolute,  univocal  or  aequivocal,  and  whatever  other 
divisions  may  have  been  devised  by  logicians,  have 
all  been  formed  from  roots  as  the  embodiments  of 
concepts,  I  doubt  whether  it  could  have  conferred  a 
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greater  boon  on  the  study  of  philosophy  in  general. 
The  whole  history  of  philosophy  has  been  called  a 
struggle  over  the  origin  and  the  true  nature  of  con- 
cepts and  abstract  terms,  and  the  question  how  from 
the  singular  and  concrete  the  human  mind  could  pos- 
sibly have  arrived  at  the  general  and  the  abstract 
still  forms  the  chief  battle-field  of  modern  philosophy. 
The  Science  of  Language  has  proved  by  irrefragable 
evidence  that  human  thought,  in  the  true  sense  of 
that  word,  that  is,  human  language,  did  not  proceed 
from  the  concrete  to  the  abstract,  but  from  the  ab- 
stract to  the  concrete.  Roots,  the  elements  out  of 
which  all  language  has  been  constructed,  are  ab- 
stract, never  concrete,  and  it  is  by  predicating  these 
abstract  concepts  of  this  or  that,  by  localising  them 
here  or  there,  in  fact,  by  applying  the  category 
of  ova-la  or  substance  to  the  roots,  that  the  first 
foundations  of  our  language  and  our  thought  were 
laid. 

On  this   point  there   ought  to  be   no  doubt   or 
wavering.     We  deal  here  with  facts,  and 

,  -x^-r  1    •  1  IlluBtrationB. 

tacts  only.      We   may  expiam   them    as 
we  like,  but  no  one  is  able  to  deny  them.    Though 
the    subject    has    been    alluded    to    several    times 
before,  a  few  more  illustrations  may  here  be  useful. 
Why  was  a  goose  called  goose?     As  to  the  his- 
tory of  the  word,  we  trace  goose  or  A.S. 
g6s    back  to   gans,    German   Gans,    to 
Latin  'anser  for  ganser,  and  lastly  to  Sk.  hamsa. 
The  root  from  which  hawsa  is  derived  must  be  GHA 
or  GHAN,  to  open  the  mouth,  to  gape,  in  Greek  xa**'^* 

from  which  also  x^^^>  x^^i^^»  ^^*  ^^^  Greek  x^^s 
Xn^og cornea  from  the  same  root,  and  the  goose  there- 
fore as  well  as  the  gander  was  originally  conceived 

Ff 
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as  the  gaping  or  hissing  bird,  whether  applied  to  the 
wild  or  the  tame  bird. 

The  wolf  was  called  vrika,  from  a  root  ViHK  (Sk. 

YTSisk),  to  tear,  to  lacerate,  and  the  same 

word    appears    in    Greek    as    FXvko^,  in 

Latin  as  lupus  for  vlupus,  in  Gothic  as  vulf-s\ 

The   pig  was  called  sus,  ??,  O.H.G.  sA,  Gothic 

svein,  all  from  a  root  SU,  to  bring  forth, 
to  breed,  the  sow  being  probably  con- 
sidered as  the  most  prolific  of  domestic  animals. 
This  name  should  not  be  cc  founded  with  what 
seems  to  be  a  purely  mimetic  baby-name,  namely 
sA-kara  or  su-kara,  i.  e.  the  sfl-maker,  the  grunter, 
which  exists  in  Sanskrit,  but  in  Sanskrit  only. 

Man  was  called  homo,  probably  the  earth-born, 
from  the  same  source  as  x'^i^^^  and  humus. 

Man.  ^  . 

Here  we  have  to  presuppose  the  concept 

of  earth,  derived  from  some  unknown  f  oneral  concept, 

and  from  this  substantival  concept  of  earth,  homo, 

Goth,  gum  a,  exix^owop,  was  formed.     Man   is  also 

called  in   Sk.  marta,  mortalis,  the   mortal,  from 

MiR,  to  decay,  or,  as  distinguished  from  other  animals, 

manu,  the  thinker,  from  MAN,  to  remain,  to  retain*-. 

Birds   were  called  vi,  plur.  vayas,  Lat.  avis, 

Greek  ol  in  oiwi'oV,  probably  from  a  root 

Vt,  and  VA,  which  also  yielded   names 

for  wind  in  Sanskrit  and  Zend,  v&yu  and  vayu^ 

This  name  therefore  marked  birds  simply  as  flying 

creatures.     As  other  distinguishing  qualities  of  birds 

^  De  Saussure,  p.  99  ;  Snow,  Transactions  of  the  Oxford  Philo* 
logical  Society,  1 884-1 885,  p.  18. 

•  See  M.  M.,  'Biographies  of  Words,*  ii.  p.  243. 

*  See  Justi,  Handbach,  s.  v.  yi.    Pictet's  statement  that  vt  in 
Zend  means  fish,  is  unfounded. 
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came  to  be  ol)served,  tliey  were  called  ia  Sk, 
pakshin,  possessed  of  wings,  from  paksha,  wing, 
and  this  Benfey  compares  with  Gothic  fugl,  fowL 
We  have  besides  in  Sanskrit  such  names  as 
patrin,  feathered,  from  patatra-m,  feather;  anc2a- 
^a-s,  egg-bom  or  oviparous  ;  dvi-^a,  twice-born,  first 
as  egg,  then  as  bird ;  kha-ga,  sky-goer,  eta  Most  of 
these,  however,  are  of  late  and  poetical  origin, 
and  therefore  not  to  he  found  in  any  of  the  other 
Aryan  languages.  In  Greek  we  find  besides  olwvo^f 
opvi^y  opviQo^y  suppo^  .4  to  come  from  a  root  j&^  to 
rise ;  Trrnvov^  the  flying  animal,  etc.  In  Latin  we 
find  volucris,  flying,  ales,  alitis,  winged,  etc. 

It  is  curious  that  there  is  no  common  name  for 
fish  in  the  Aryan  languages,  and  neither 
Sk.  matsya,  nor  Greek  «x^iJv,  nor  Latin 
piscis  clearly  reveals  its  original  predicative  power. 

Worms  are.,called  krimi  in  Sanskrit,  kirmi-s  in 
Lithuanian,  cruim  in  Irish,  aU  derived 
from  the  root  KRAM,  to  walk  or  roam 
about.  In  Gothic,  vaiirm-s  is  the  regular  repre- 
sentative, while  in  Latin,  vermis,  and  in  Greek  ZXpn^ 
show  e,  which  has  induced  some  scholars  to  refer 
them  to  the  root  VAL,  to  twist  ^. 

There  are  of  course  many  words  which  cannot,  or 
at  aU  events,  which  have  not  yet  been  analysed  ety- 
mologically,  and  the  conceptual  meaning  of  which  re- 
mains therefore  for  the  present  doubtful  But  the 
fact  that  all  nouns  had  a  predicative  meaning  is 
established  on  such  abundant  evidence  that  no  doubt 
is  possible  as  to  the  general  principle  that  all  nouns 
presuppose  concepts,   that  these  concepts  are  em- 

^  Cartius,  p.  552 ;  De  SaasBore,  p.  18. 

F  f  2 
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bodied  in  roots,  and  that  therefore  all  words,  derived 
from  roots,  are  from  the  very  beginning  abstract,  not 
concrete,  terms. 

And  if  we  reflect  for  a  moment,  we  shall  see  that  it 

could  hardly  have  been  otherwise.  For 
poBrfbiT^'Sb-  liow  should,  for  instance,  an  oak  have  been 
out  radical  named?  It  does  not  utter  a  sound  that 
ooncep .  ^Q^jj  \yQ  imitated.  It  does  not  evoke  an 
expression  of  awe  that  could  be  fixed  upon  as  its 
name.  The  only  way  to  name  it,  is  to  know  it ;  and 
what  is  to  know,  except  to  bring  something  under 
some  general  concept,  such  as  what  is  cut  down,  what 
is  burnt,  what  is  decorticated,  or  what  gives  shelter 
or  food.     This  was  done,  for  instance,  in  the  Greek 

name  for  oak,  (brjyog,  derived  from  a  root 
'"^-  <l>ay,  in  Sanskrit  BRAG,  meaning  origin- 
aJly  to  divide,  then  to  eat.  The  oak  was  conceived 
and  named  as  the  food-tree,  supplying  food  both  for 
man  and  for  cattle.  In  Latin  fag  us  became  the  name 
of  another  food-tree,  the  beech,  the  German  die 
Buche,  and  as  the  old  material  used  for  writing 
in  Germany  consisted  of  small  staves  or  tablets  of 
beech-wood,  our  modern  word  book,  das  Buch,  is 
indirectly,  yet  by  an  unbroken  succession,  derived 
from  the  concept  of  dividing  and  eating. 

A  horse,  no  doubt,  might  have  been  indicated  by 

some  sound  imitating  the  neighing  of  the 

animal.  But  in  equus,  Sanskrit  aava. 
Old  Saxon  ehu,  we  can  discover  nothing  like  the  sound 
of  neighing,  or  tramping,  or  kicking,  but  we  arrive  by 
a  careful  analysis  at  the  root  AS,  expressive  of  the 
concept  of  sharpness  and  quickness,  from  which  we 
have  likewise  the  name  for  mental  quickness  and 
sharpness,  such  as  acies  and  acutus.     The  concept 
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of  cutting,  sharpening,  being  sharp  and  quick  had 
therefore  to  be  elaborated  first,  before  the  conceptual, 
as  distinct  from  the  intuitional,  knowledge  of  the 
horse  could  have  been  elaborated.  That  name,  the 
quick,  might  no  doubt  have  been  applied  to  many 
other  animals,  but  having  been  repeatedly  applied 
to  one  kind,  it  became  unfit  for  other  purposes,  and 
survived  in  the  struggle  for  existence  as  the  fittest 
name  of  the  horse. 

Serpents  also  are  quick  enough  when  they  fall 
on  their  prey,  but  while  they  shared  this 
character  with  other  animals,  what  seemed 
to  distinguish  them  and  at  the  same  time  to  render 
them  most  formidable,  was  their  power  of  throttling 
or  squeezing.  They  were  therefore  called  ahi  in 
Sanskrit,  ex«?  in  Greek,  anguis  in  Latin,  all  from 
a  root  AH  or  AJfH,  to  squeeze,  or  sarpa,  serpens, 
from  a  root  SiEP,  to  creep,  to  go. 

If  therefore  Darwin   and  other  ethnologists  tell 
us  that  there  are  savages  who  have  not  a 
single   abstract  term   in   their  language,  savages  with- 
they  ought  first   of  all   to   give  us   the    ontabetract 
names  of  the  savages  to  whose  languages 
they  refer  ^  and   secondly   they   ought  to   explain 
how  these  savages  could  possibly  have  formed  the 
simplest   names,   such    as    father,  mother,  brother, 
sister,    hand    and     foot,    etc.,    without    previously 
possessing  abstract  concepts  from  which  such  names 
could  be   derived.     There  may  be  languages,  nay, 
there  are  most   highly  cultivated   languages,  such 
as  Chinese,    for  instance,  without   separate   words 
for  whiteness  by  the  side  of  white,  for  goodness  by 

^  A  writer  in  the  Buenos  Aires  Standard,  Sept.  ii,  1886,  states 
that  he  has  collected  a  dictionary  of  32,430  words  of  the  Yahgan 
language,  Darwin's  lowest  of  the  low. 
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the  side  of  good,  but  the  first  abstraction  takes  place 
in  the  formation  of  such  words  as  white  or  good, 
while  whiteness  and  goodness  are  really  abstract 
words  of  the  second  degree  ^ 

There  are  of  course  exceptions,  but  they  are  so 
Apparent  clcurly  cxccptions  as  hardly  to  deserve 
exceptions,  separate  notice.  Singular  terms,  such  as 
Mausoleum  and  Academy,  are  not  derived  from 
conceptual  roots,  but  from  Mausolus  and  Acade- 
mus,  just  asaHansomis  derived  from  Mr.  Hansom, 
and  Mackintosh  from  Messrs.  Mackintosh  and  Co. 
In  some  cases  such  singular  terms  can  be  changed 
into  general  terms  by  the  addition  of  the  indefinite 
article  or  by  being  used  in  the  plural.  But  even 
proper  names,  such  as  Sokrates,  for  instance,  pre- 
suppose the  previous  existence  of  two  such  concepts  as 
SOS,  sane,  and  kratos,  strength,  and  the  first  Sokrates 
was  called  by  this  name  in  order  to  indicate  his  sound 
strength.  We  may  also  change  a  proper  name,  like 
Sokrates,  into  an  appellative,  a  Sokrates,  into  a  verb, 
'to  Sokratise,'  and  into  an  adjective,  Sokratic 

Again,  admitting  cock,  for  argument's  sake,  to  be 
a  mimetic  word, — though  this  has  by  no  means  been 
proved, — we  could  derive  from  it  coquet,  strutting 
like  a  cock,  coquetterie,  coquelicot,  a  cock's 
comb,  and  a  wild  red  poppy  2,  etc.  But  all  this  lies 
outside  our  problem.  These  words  express  late 
excrescences,  not  the  early  and  natural  growth  of 

^  If  Milligan  in  his '  Yocabalary  of  the  Dialects  of  some'of  the 
Aboriginal  Tribes  of  Tasmania,' p.  34,  maintains  that  Hhey  could 
not  express  the  abstract  qualities,  such  as  hard,  soft,  warm,  cold, 
long,  short,  round,'  he  probably  means  abstracts  of  the  second 
degree,  such  as  hardness,  softness,  but  not  hard  and  soft.  See 
Sayce,  Introduction  to  the  Science  of  Language,  ii.  p.  6. 

*  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  i.  p.  411. 
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language,  and  they  are  possible  only  after  the  general 
framework  of  language  has  been  finished,  or  after 
the  broad  furrows  of  thought  have  been  drawn,  just 
as  when  music  has  once  been  fully  elaborated,  and 
brought  to  its  highest  perfection  in  a  symphony,  it 
is  possible  for  a  Beethoven,  as  for  instance  in  his 
Pastoral  Symphony,  to  introduce,  by  a  kind  of 
fake  analogy,  the  actual  notes  of  certain  birds,  with- 
out  thereby  committing  himself  to  the  theory  that 
all  music  was  in  the  beginning  an  imitation  of  the 
notes  of  birds. 

Every  root  embodies  a  concept,  because  it  em- 
bodies the  consciousness  of  our  own  repeated  acts. 
When  we  ourselves  strike,  strike,  strike,  we  have 
the  consciousness  of  striking,  and  when  we  accompany 
these  strokes  with  the  sound  of  Thud  or  Tud  or 
Tap,  we  have  in  these  sounds  the  natural  embodi- 
ment of  that  consciousness.  It  does  not  matter 
whether  we  call  the  concepts,  expressed  by  roots, 
general  or  abstract,  because  every  concept  must  be 
both  general  and  abstract ;  general,  because  it  always 
applies  to  repeated  acts;  abstract,  because  much 
that  is  peculiar  to  each  individual  act  of  striking 
has  been  merged  in  the  concept  of  striking.  It  is 
important  also  to  observe  that  these  self-willed  acts 
are  not  the  object  of  sensuous  observation  only,  but 
of  immediate  knowledge  or  consciousness. 

While,  as  we  saw,  the  imperative  use  of  a  root 
can  hardly  be  called  language  as  yet,  original 
true  language  begins  as  soon  as  we  pre-  p'edi<»tion. 
dicate,  that  is  to  say,  as  soon  as  we  use  our  cate- 
gories. We  use  our  categories,  we  predicate,  we 
form  propositions  not  only  when  we  say  '  a  man  is 
mortal,'  but  when  we  say  for  the  first  time  '  man ' 
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or  'mortal/  I  had  to  point  this  out  before,  when 
answering  the  objection  that  words  could  not  claim 
any  independent  existence,  which  is  true  in  one 
sense,  but  not  in  another.  Nothing,  it  is  true,  can 
exist  in  language  except  what  is  a  sentence,  i.  e. 
what  conveys  a  meaning,  but  for  that  very  reason  it 
ought  to  have  been  perceived  that  every  word  must 
originally  have  been  a  sentence.  The  mere  root, 
quS,  root,  cannot  be  called  a  sentepce,  and  in  that 
sense  a  mere  root  may  be  denied  the  dignity  of  a 
word.  But  as  soon  as  a  root  is  used  for  predication, 
it  becomes  a  word,  whether  outwardly  it  is  changed 
or  not.  What  in  Chinese  is  effected  by  position  or  by 
tone,  namely  the  adaptation  of  a  root  to  serve  the 
purposes  of  words,  is  in  the  Aryan  languages  achieved 
by  means  of  suflSxes  and  terminations,  though  often 
also  by  change  of  tone.  We  saw  that,  in  an  earlier 
stage,  the  Aryan  languages  too  could  raise  a  root 
into  a  word,  without  the  aid  of  suffixes,  and  that,  for 
instance,  YUDH,  to  fight,  could  be  used  in  the  five 
senses  of  the  act  of  fighting,  the  agent  of  fighting, 
the  instrument  of  fighting,  the  place  of  fighting, 
and  the  result  of  fighting.  For  the  sake  of  dis- 
tinction, however,  as  soon  as  the  necessity  began  to 
be  felt,  the  Aryan  language  introduced  derivative 
elements,  mostly  demonstrative  or  pronominal,  which 
though  we  can  no  longer  trace  them  back  in  every 
case  to  their  original  source,  must  be  credited  with 
having  had  some  original  purpose.  Thus  from 
YUDH,  we  have— 

(i)  The  agent  of  fighting,  yodh-a. 

(2)  The   act   of  fighting,  yudh   or  yudhi   (dat. 
yudh-aye). 

(3)  The  instrument  of  fighting,  {&)  yudh-a. 
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(4)  The  place  or  time  of  fighting,  yodh-ana. 

(5)  The  result  of  fighting,  yudh-ta  (yuddha). 
From  KHAN,  to  dig,  we  have — 

(i)  The  agent  of  digging,  khan-i. 

(2)  The  act  of  digging,  khan-ana. 

(3)  The  instrument  of  digging,  khan-itra. 

(4)  The  place  or  time  of  digging,  khan-a. 

(5)  The  result  of  digging  khS,- 1 a,  hole. 

It  must  not  be  supposed,  however,  that  language 
formed  these  five  classes  of  words  from  everv  single 
root.  Such  words  only  were  formed  as  seemed  to 
answer  some  practical  ptirpose.  It  also  happened 
very  often  that  one  derivative  was  used  with  two  or 
three  different  purposes,  and  that  new  derivatives 
were  formed  from  old  ones,  till  at  last  language  had 
BuppKed  everything  that  mind  or  heart  could  desire. 

After  we  have  once  gained  such  concepts  as 
digging,  fighting,  shaking,  etc.,  what  we  i-he  First 
really  do  in  applying  the  so-called  cate-  Category  of 
gory  ot  ovfTia  or  substance,  is  to  predicate 
the  roots  embodying  these  concepts  of  him,  or  that, 
or  here,  or  it.  This  simple  process  gives  us  the 
words  expressive  of  Act,  Agent,  Instrument,  Place, 
Besult,  etc.  The  demonstrative  elements  which  were 
to  express  the  subject  were,  no  doubt,  very  vague 
at  first,  but  in  the  earliest  stages  of  language 
real  demonstration  or  pointing  with  the  finger,  be- 
sides gestures  and  looks,  were  used  to  supplement 
the  deficiencies  of  speech.  In  one  sense  this  category 
of  substance  corresponds  to  what  is  called  the  cate- 
gory of  causality.  It  names  thfi  objects  as  the  causes 
of  our  percepts  and  concepts,  and  thus  creates  our 
objective  world. 

We  saw  that  the  adjectival  categories  of  quale, 
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quantum,. and  ad  aliquid,  like  that  of  substantia, 
The  Second,    Were  uot  used  for  the   first  time  when 
^^^^^    people  said  *  the  sun  is  bright,'  but  when 
Categories,     they  predicated  the  quality  of  brightness 
or  the  act  of  shooting  out  light,  and  said,  as  it  were, 
'  brightness-here  \'     Adjectives,  in  fact,  were  formed, 
at  first,  exactly  like  substantives,  and  many  of  them 
could  be  used  in  both  characters.     There  are  lan- 
guages  in  which   adjectives   are   not   distinguished 
from  substantives.    But  though  outwardly  alike,  they 
are    conceived   as  difierent    from    substantives   the 
moment  they  are  used  in  a  sentence  for  the  purpose 
of  predicating  or  of  qualifying  a  substantive. 

The  *hole  is  dark'  would  have  been  expressed 
originally  by  *  digging-it' =  *hiding-here,'  or  *hiding- 
somewhere.'  *  Hiding-here '  might  afterwards  be  used 
in  the  sense  of  a  hiding-place.  But  when  it  was 
used  as  a  mere  qualifying  predicate  in  a  sentence 
in  which  there  was  but  one  subject,  it  assumed  at 
once  the  character  of  an  adjective,  it  became  really, 
to  use  Aristotle's  expression,  a  /55m«,  not  an  Svofia. 

In  most  languages,  adjectives  can  be  used  again  as 
substantives  by  adding  an  article.  If  sapiens  is 
wise,  hie  sapiens  is  this  sage.  Likewise  all  sub- 
stantives can  be  used  as  adjectives.  If  I  say  '  this 
man  is  black/  man  is  a  substantive ;  if  I  say  *  the 
black  also  is  a  man,'  man  is  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses used  as  an  adjective,  and  homo  may  in  that 
case  be  replaced  by  hum  anus.  In  most  languages, 
however,  certain  suffixes  have  been  set  apart,  or  have 
survived,  definitely  attached  to  adjectival  functions. 


^  It  is  impossible  to  express  tiie  meaning  of  roots  except  by 
verbal  nouns  Bucli  as  shining,  or  abstract  nouns  such  as  brightness. 
The  Hindu  grammarians  use  the  locative  of  an  abstract  noun. 
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The  categories  of  where  and  when,  Kants  forms 
of  intuition,  are  always  secondary,  because     The  Fifth 
they  presuppose    substantives,   pronouns,     ^^  ^^^ 
and  adjectives,  and  further  define  them  in     ubi  and* 
space  and  time.     I-bi,  here,  presupposes     Qn*ndo. 
the  pronoun  i,  this :  noctu,  by  night,  the  substan- 
tive noc-tu-8.     These  categories  are  mostly  repre- 
sented by  the  cases  of  nouns  and  by  adverbs. 

The  category  of  where  (ttov)  must  be  taken  to 
include  whence  and  whither. 

After  a  time  local  and  temporal  relations  expressed 
by  adverbs  and  cases  of  nouns  assume  a  causal  and 
modal  meaning.  Post  hoc  becomes  propter  hoc^ ; 
while  is  German  weil,  humanitus  comes  to  mean 
humanely,  (ro<^£y,  wisely. 

While  the  first  category  predicates  substance,  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  quality,  the  fifth 
and   sixth    place   and   time,  the   remain-    cat^Hes. 
ing  categories   predicate  acts  and  states, 
or,   in   a  very  general   sense,    qualities  continuing 
in   time^      And  here   again   the   first   verbal   pre- 
dication   does    not  take    place   when   we    form    a 
complete  sentence  and  say  *  the  carpenter  cuts,'  but 
when  for  the  first  time  we  say  *  cutting-I,'  *  cutting- 
thou,*  'cutting-he.'     While   *  Dig-here,*   i.e.    digger, 
may  be  used  as  a  substantive  or  as  an  adjective,  but 
without  any  indication  of  the  duration  of  the  act  of 
digging  in  time,  it  seems  that  in  *  Dig-he'  *  Dig '  is 
the  important  element,  which  is  predicated  of  me. 


^  Leibniz,  Nouveaux  Essais,  iii,  5;  Schopenhauer,  Werke,  ii. 
49. 

^  Hence  the  German  name  for  verb,  Zeitwort.  Aristotle,  De 
Interp.  3,  ptjfia  hi  eWi  to  irpovayjfjuuvov  xP^^^K'y  ^oet.  C.  20,  prjfui  bi 
iJMtni  awBfjfi,  arjfjuarrual  fiera  xpovotf. 
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thee,  him  and  it,  and  predicated  as  an  act  or  state 
continuing  in  time. 

These  are  the  very  broadest  outKnes  ^  of  the 
process  by  which  conceptual  roots  were  predicated, 
by  which  they  came  under  the  sway  of  the  categories, 
became  substantives,  adjectives,  adverbs,  and  verbs, 
or  by  whatever  other  name  the  results  thus  obtained 
may  be  described.  The  minute  details  of  this  pro- 
cess, and  the  marvellous  results  obtained  by  it,  can 
be  studied  in  the  grammar  of  every  language  or 
family  of  languages. 

Besides  the  division   of  words   according  to   the 
General  and    *®^  Categories,  grammarians  and  logicians 

Singular  bctwecn  them  have  introduced  several 
other  divisions  which,  as  they  constantly 
occur  in  philosophical  discussions,  must  be  subjected 
to  a  careful  examination  by  the  student  of  the 
science  of  language  and  thought.  Some  of  these 
technical  terms  have  been  used  in  very  different 
senses  by  different  schools  of  philosophy ;  some  seem 
to  be  of  very  little  use,  and  it  will  be  necessary  there- 
fore to  determine  which  of  them  it  will  be  expedient 
to  retain,  and  what  sense  we  ought  to  ascribe  to 
them  in  the  Science  of  Thought. 

Logicians  distinguish  between  Singular  and 
General  terms.  The  former  are  said  to  denote  any- 
thing that  exists  or  can  be  conceived  to  exist  once 
only,  such  as  Sokrates,  the  earth,  the  sky,  the  Bible, 
Parliament,  etc.  The  latter  are  explained  as  the 
names  of  anything  that  exists  or  can  be  conceived  to 
exist  more  than  once,  such  as  house,  book,  horse, 
man,  etc. 

^  I  have  treated  the  same  subject  in  my  '  Letter  to  Chevalier 
Bunsen,'  published  in  hie  *  Christianity  and  Mankind,'  in  1853. 


FORMATION   OP   WORDS,  445 

Let  US  remember  what  we  had  to  point  out  before, 
that  words  can  claim  no  separate  existence,  but  are 
in  reality  always  parts  of  speech,  parts  of  a  sentence. 
Singular  and  general  terms,  therefore,  have  likewise 
no  independent  existence,  but  are  singular  or  general 
t«rms  only  in  so  far  as  they  form  part  of  a  sentence. 
But  though  no  words  by  themselves  are  either  singular 
or  general,  we  might  say  nevertheless,  if  our  account  of 
the  origin  of  words  is  right,  that  every  noun  or  Svofia 
is  originally  a  general  term,  because  it  predicates 
a  root,  i.e.  a  concept,  which  is  always  general,  of 
something.  If  rex,  king,  meant  originally  '  steering- 
here,'  man-u-s,  man,  * thinking-here,'  these  were  by 
their  very  origin  and  nature  general  terms,  appli- 
cable to  all  steerers  and  all  thinkers.  Only  by  being 
referred  to  this  or  that  person  did  they  become  sin- 
gular terms,  as  when  we  say  '  this  man,'  or  *  our 
king,'  while  they  are  general  as  soon  as  we  use  them 
in  the  plural,  *men,*  'kings,'  or  with  the  indefinite 
article  *  a  king,'  *  a  man.' 

The  right  definition  therefore  of  a  singular  term 
is  that  it  is  an  originally  general  term  referred  to  one 
person  and  in  consequence  used  in  the  singular, 
while  other  general  terms  are  referred  to  more  than 
one  person  and  used  in  the  dual  or  plural.  When  I 
say  'this  man  is  John,'  'this  man'  is  a  singular  term : 
when  I  say  *  John  is  a  man,'  *  man '  is  a  general 
term. 

When  used  with  the  indefinite  article,  a  noun  like 
'  man '  or  *  king '  becomes  at  once  an  adjective,  pre- 
dicated of  a,  in  the  sense  not  of  one,  but  of  some 
one.     It  is  a  general  term  in  a  grammatical  disguise. 

Singular  terms,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  are 
said  to  be  proper  names  only,  because  they  have  no 
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intension,  or,  as  others  would  say,  because  they  de- 
note one  object  only,  and  connote  nothing.  I  say, 
they  seem  to  do  so,  but  they  really  do  so  in  modern 
languages  only,  after  they  have  lost  their  original 
connotation  or  attributive  power.  Originally  every 
proper  name  was  significant.  Quintus,  like  Pon- 
tius, was  really  a  name  given  to  the  fifth  child,  and 
as  there  might  be  fifth  children  in  different  families, 
it  would  have  been  quite  possible  to  form  a  general 
proposition,  such  as,  'AH  Quinti  are  free  from  mili- 
tary service.'  Short  and  Long,  Brown  and  Black, 
were  all  originally  significative,  before  they  became 
proper  names.  Excepting  such  words  as  gas  or  od, 
nothing  can  exist  in  language  which  was  not  origin- 
ally significative.  Even  John  was  in  Hebrew  a  sig- 
nificant term,  and  when  used  as  a  Christian  name,  it 
meant  originally  a  child  whose  saint  was  St.  John. 

After  making  this  reservation,  however,  we  may 
admit  that,  at  present,  proper  names,  having  lost 
their  predicative  power,  are  singular,  i.e.  denote  one 
person  only,  unless  we  raise  them  again  into  general 
terms  by  means  of  the  indefinite  article.  When  we 
speak  of  a  '  Sokrates,'  in  the  sense  of  '  a  sage,'  So- 
krates  has  become  a  general  term  in  disguise  ^ 

Sometimes  the  whole  meaning  of  a  term  is  changed, 
according  as  it  is  used  as  a  singular  or  as  a  general 
term.  When  I  say,  'Jupiter  is  a  god,'  god  is  a 
general  term,  applicable  to  several  beings  besides 
Jupiter.  When  I  say,  *  God  is  omnipotent,'  God  is  a 
singular  term,  and  excludes  the  very  possibility  of 
any  other  being  that  could  be  called  God. 

It  has  often  been  asked  whether   adjectives  are 

*  See  before,  p.  438. 
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general  or  singular  terms.    Now  it  is  quite  true  that 
adjectives    were    originally   substantives, 

^^  A.  n^  A  rt  ^  Atf% 

bright  meant  originally  *  shining-some-  tiveeOenenJ 
where/  green  meant  'growing-somewhere,*  o'  Singular 
just  as  rex  meant  *  steering-here.'  It  was  *™" 
by  usage  that  certain  of  these  substantives  were  set 
apart,  in  some  languages  at  least,  for  adjectival 
purposes,  i.e.  for  the  purpose  of  predication  and 
qualification  only.  Juvenis  was  used  for  young, 
albus  for  white,  bonus  for  good,  meaning  no  longer 
a  young  man,  or  a  white  thing,  or  a  good  thought, 
but  the  attribute  by  which  a  man  is  distinguished 
as  young,  not  old,  a  thing  as  white,  not  black,  a 
thought  as  good,  not  bad.  In  that  form  adjectives 
are  general  terms,  though  not  substantival  general 
terms,  and,  like  all  general  terms,  they  could  be  used 
as  singular  also,  as  soon  as  they  were  joined  with  the 
definite  article.  '  Hie  juvenis '  is  singular,  and  so 
is  *  hoc  album,'  i.  e.  this  white  (spot)  on  a  cow,  or 
summum  bonum,  the  highest  good.  When  Horace 
says,  qui  miscuit  utile  dulci,  *he  who  mixes  what 
is  pleasant  with  what  is  useful,'  he  means  '  whatever 
is  or  may  be  called  pleasant  with  whatever  is  or 
may  be  called  useful,'  or,  as  we  might  say  (for  reasons 
to  be  explained  hereafter),  *  pleasure  with  usefulness.' 
In  a  sentence,  however,  an  adjective  as  such  is 
always  meant  for  a  predicate,  it  expresses  a  iroiov, 
quale,  not  the  ovcrla^  substance,  and  as  such  it  cannot 
be  anything  but  general.  Whatever  view  we  may 
take  of  the  operations  of  our  mind  and  their  ex- 
pression in  language,  when  we  say  *this  thing  is 
sweet,'  we  do  not  mean  that  '  this  thing  is  a  sweet 
thing,' — experience  never  supplies  a  thing  that  is 
sweet  and  nothing  else, — but  that  *  sweet '  is  one  out 
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of  many  attributes  of  this  thing.  If  we  speak  sub- 
jectively, we  mean  that  the  sensation  of  this  thing, 
say  sugar,  is  accompanied  by  the  sensation  of  sweet, 
not  by  the  sensation  of  another  sweet  thing.  If  we 
speak  objectively,  we  mean  that  this  lump  of  sugar 
is  sweet,  i.  e.  causes  in  us  a  sensation  which  we  call 
sweet.  Sweet  simply  signifies  a  class  of  sensations 
which  go  by  that  name  ;  it  cannot  be  called  singular, 
therefore,  in  any  sense  of  the  word,  but  must  be 
taken  as  general. 

We  cannot  enter  here  on  the  question  whether 
there  is  such  a  thing  as  a  substance,  different  fix)m 
its  attributes,  or  attributes  different  from  their  sub- 
stance. Language  does  not  take  cognisance  of  these 
refinements,  but  follows  the  vulgus.  According  to 
Berkeley^,  for  instance,  *to  say  a  die  is  hard,  ex- 
tended, and  square  is.  not  to  attribute  those  qualities 
to  a  subject  distinct  from  and  supporting  them,  but 
only  an  explanation  of  the  word  die,  and  a  die  is 
nothing  distinct  from  those  things  which  are  termed 
its  modes  or  attributes.*  Philosophically  there  is 
much  to  be  said  for  this,  but  it  is  not  the  kind 
of  truth  which  we  must  expect  from  language. 
Language  distinguishes  between  the  die  and  its 
hardness,  and  while  it  would  treat '  die '  as  a  singular, 
*  dice  *  as  a  plural  term,  it  would  distinguish  it  care- 
fully from  '  hard,'  for  the  simple  reason  that  *  hard  * 
cannot  occur  by  itself,  cannot  stand  on  its  own  legs, 
can  never  be  conceived  as  an  individual. 

Collective  terms  are  really  general  terms  which  in 
CoUective     Certain  languages  grammar  allows  us  to 

Terms.  treat  as  singular  terms.  This,  however, 
is  not  the  usual  explanation.     Collective  terms,  we 

*  Works,  i.  p.  iSi. 
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are  told,  are  words  like  regiment,  names  of  a  number 
of  things  joined  together  as  a  whole.  Now  this  is 
true,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  A  number  of  soldiers  form 
a  regiment,  but  the  original  concept  of  regiment  is 
not  a  number  of  soldiers,  but  *what  is  ordered  or 
commanded  by  a  general.'  True  collective  words  are 
equitatus,  cavalry,  which  is  really  conceived  as  a 
number  of  equites,  or  senatus,  which  was  meant 
for  so  many  senes  or  old  people  as  formed  the 
council.  Humanitas  was  meant  originally  for  many 
men  or  all  men,  conceived  as  a  class  or  as  a  whole, 
and  this  we  see  most  clearlv  when  we  translate 
humanitas  by  man-kind.  Our  word  youth,  like 
the  Latin  juventas,  stands  for  a  number  of  young 
men,  Romana  juventas  was  meant  for  juvenes 
Eomani.  We  may  imagine  some  kind  of  diflFerence 
between  juvenes  and  juventas,  but  the  difference 
is  one  of  sentiment  rather  than  of  fact.  These  are 
the  real  collective  terms,  and  we  shall  meet  with 
them  again,  when  we  come  to  abstract  terms,  be- 
cause many  of  them,  without  any  outward  change, 
have  become,  what  are  called,  secondary  abstract 
terms.  Youth,  like  ju  vent  us,  from  meaning  a 
number  of  young  men,  and  all  young  men,  has  come 
to  be  used  in  the  sense  of  the  attributes  of  all  young 
men,  conceived  as  a  whole.  '  His  youth  has  carried 
him  away'  means  *  the  qualities  of  young  men,  taken 
Bfi  a  lump,  have  carried  him  away.' 

The  collective  terms  ordinarily  mentioned  as  such 
in  our  Handbooks  of  Logic  are  Parliament,  which 
is  called  collective  because  it  consists  of  two  Houses, 
each  House,  because  it  consists  of  many  members ; 
or  the  Bible,  because  it  consists  of  many  books  or 
biblia.     But  in  this  sense  almost  every  term  may 
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be  called  collective.  If  Library  is  a  collective  term, 
because  it  contains  so  many  books,  so  is  book,  be- 
cause it  consists  of  a  collection  of  pages,  so  is  page, 
because  it  consists  of  a  collection  of  lines,  so  is  line, 
because  it  consists  of  a  collection  of  words,  so  is 
word,  because  it  consists  of  a  collection  of  syllables, 
so  is  syllable,  because  it  consists  of  a  collection  of 
letters.  I  doubt  whether  anything  is  gained  for 
logical  purposes,  if  we  extend  the  meaning  of  the 
name  collective  so  as  to  comprehend  all  such  terms. 

Anyhow,  if  they  are  to  be  called  collective,  it 
would  be  desirable  to  have  another  class  of  partitive 
terms,  and  to  call  shilling,  for  instance,  a  partitive 
term,  as  opposed  to  sovereign,  which  would  be  a  col- 
lective term. 

It  has  been  supposed  that  if  singular  terms  corre- 
spond to  Kant's  category  of  Einheit,  general  terms 
to  that  of  Mehrheit,  collective  terms  would  answer 
to  the  category  of  Allheit.  This,  however,  is  true 
of  some  collective  terms  only;  what  really  corre- 
sponds to  Allheit  are  universal  terms,  as  when 
we  use  humanitas  in  the  sense  of  mankind,  i.e. 
all  men. 

There  is  no  reason  whatever  why  collective  terms 
should  be  used  as  singular  only.  *  Parliament'  in 
the  sense  of  our  English  Parliament  is,  no  doubt, 
a  singular  term,  but  we  can  use  it  as  a  general  term, 
when  we  speak  of  the  Parliaments  of  the  world. 
*  Bible'  is  a  singular  term,  but  it  becomes  general 
when  we  speak  of  the  Bibles  of  the  human  race. 
Only  if  collective  terms  have  assumed  a  universal 
.character,  as  in  humanitas,  mankind,  it  would  be 
almost  impossible  to  use  them  again  as  general 
terms,  or  to  employ  them  in  the  plural. 
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Another  very  common  division  is  that  into  ab- 
stract and  concrete  terms.     It  is   ex-      Abrtnwjt 
tremely  difficult  to  say  what  abstract  and  »nd  Concrete 
concrete  mean,  and  a  mere  juxtaposition        *™*'' 
of  the  different  definitions  given  of  these  terms  by 
the  most  prominent  philosophers  would  teach  a  very 
useful  lesson.    These  terms  have  no  inherent  meaning 
of  their  own,  so  that  we  could  say  '  abstract  means 
this,  and   does  not  mean  that.*     Even  to  say  that 
abstract  should  mean  this  and  not  that,  is  more 
than  any  human  being  is  entitled  to  do.     But  what 
every  philosopher  has  a  perfect  light  to  say  is  that 
abstract,  as  used  by  him,  shall  have  such  and  such 
a  meaning.     If  Aristotle  possessed  that  right,  so  did 
MilP.     Abstract  means  what  Aristotle  wished  it  to 
mean,  or  whatever  any  philosopher  wishes  it  to  mean. 
The  authority  of  a  man  like  Aristotle  is  no  doubt 
greater  than  that  of  the  ephemeral  philosophers  of 
our  time,  and  to  change  the  meaning  of  a  name, 
invented  and  defined  by  one  of  the  historical  leaders 
of  thought,  is  more  or  less  presumptuous.     Still  it 
is  far  better  that  every  writer  should  say  in  what 
sense  he   means   to  use  a  certain  term,  than  that 
he  should  use  it  with  a  vague  traditional  meaning 
onlv. 

Abstract  is  a  term  that  goes  back  to  Aristotle, 
not  so  concrete,  and  much  confusion  would  have 
been  avoided  if,  instead  of  concrete,  logicians  had 
been  satisfied  with  using  the  term  non-abstract. 
With  Aristotle  abstraction  means  principally  the 
taking  away  or  dropping  of  certain  ingredients  of  our 
percepts.     He  applies  it  first  of  all  to  a  work  of  art, 

*  Logic,  i.  8,  7, 
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a  statue,  which  comes  by  atpalp&ri^i  i.e.  abstraction, 
from  a  block  of  marble  (Phys.  i,  7) ;  but  afterwards 
to  ideas,  which  by  our  dropping  what  is  accidental  in 
them  are  raised  to  their  true  and  permanent  form. 
Mathematics,  for  instance,  are  founded  on  a<l>alp€<n9  or 
abstraction,  because  they  treat  of  the  necessary  forms, 
without  any  reference  to  the  matter  of  things.  Thus 
abstract,  according  to  Aristotle  s  view  of  aphaeresis, 
would  mean  everything  which,  as  the  general,  has 
been  separated  in  our  thoughts  from  the  singular, 
and  in  consequence  can  be  no  longer  the  object  of 
sensuous  perception,  but  of  intellectual  conception 
only  \ 

Concrete,  however,  is  not  an  Aristotelian  term, 
though  some  scholars  have  taken  it  for  a  translation 
of  av/jLTr€(f>uKOTa,  The  fact  is  that  no  name  was  really 
wanted  for  what  remained  after  abstract  terms  had 
been  distinguished  by  their  own  name.  If  abstract 
is  the  proper  adjective  of  a  concept,  sensuous  or  in- 
tuitive would  have  been  the  proper  adjective  of  a 
percept,  and  there  was  no  necessity  for  inventing  a 
new  term,  such  as  concrete.  Nor  is  it  quite  clear  who 
first  introduced  that  term,  and  in  what  sense  it  was 
first  used.  Some  think  that  concrete  is  that  in 
which  the  quality  has  grown  together  with  the  sub- 
stance, while  abstract  is  the  quality  apart  from  the 
substance.  Others,  again,  take  concrete  in  the 
sense  of  solid,  in  which  Lucretius  uses  it,  for  instance, 
in  concreta  copia  materiai  (Lucr.  i,  1018).  I 
should  say  that  non-abstract  or  sensuous  would 
be  far  more  intelligible  than  concrete,  and  though  it 
is  impossible  to  get  rid  of  so  old  a  term  as  concrete, 

^  Metaph.  zi  (K)  3 ;  xiii  (M)  2. 
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it  will  be  well  to  remember  that  so  dear  a  thinker  as 
Aristotle  is  not  responsible  for  it. 

We  saw  before  that  some  of  our  greatest  philo- 
sophers deny  that  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  a   general   abstract   idea.     Berkeley^   Abstm^^ 
scouted  the  thought  that  we  could  have 
abstract  ideas,  such  as  man,  animal,  body,  and  he  only 
admitted  some  very  primitive  kind  of  abstraction,  as 
when  '  we  consider  the  head,  the  eye,  the  nose,  each 
by  itself,  abstracted  and  separated  from  the  rest  of  the 
body.'     Idea  with  Berkeley  meant  a  picture  or  Vor- 
stellung;  an  abstract  idea,  therefore,  would  have 
been  with  him  a  conceptual  percept,  which  is  self-con- 
tradictory.    The  followers  of  Hume  might  possibly 
look  upon  the  faded  images  of  our  memory  as  abstract 
ideas.     Our  memory,  or,  what  is  often  equally  im- 
poi'tant,  our  obliviscence,  seems  to  them  able  to  do 
what  abstraction,  as  Berkeley  shows,  never  can  do, 
and  under  its  silent  sway  many  an  idea  or  cluster  of 
ideas  might  seem  to  melt  away  till  nothing  is  left  but 
a  mere  shadow.     These  shadows,  however,  though 
they  may  become  very  vague,  remain  percepts ;  they 
are  not  concepts.     Professor  Huxley,  in  his  Life  of 
Hume^  seems  to  imagine  that  such  a  transition  is 
possible.     *An  anatomist,'  he  says,  *who  occupies 
himself  intently   with   the  examination  of  several 
specimens  of  some  new  kind  of  animal,  in  course  of 
time  acquires  so  vivid  a  conception  of  its  form  and 
structure,  that  the  idea  may  take  visible  shape  and 
become  a  sort  of  waking  dream.'     But  a  waking 


^  Treatise  coDceming   the   Principles   of  Haman  Knowledge, 
Introduction,  p.  140. 
*  Page  96. 
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dream  is  not  a  concept,  and  his  very  words  show  that 
what  he  is  speaking  of  is  a  faded  percept,  with  here 
and  there  a  sharp  outline,  but  not  what  is  meant  by 
a  concept.  Noir6,  speaking  of  the  same  mental  pro- 
cess, says  (Logos,  p.  175)  :  'All  trees  hitherto  seen 
by  me  may  leave  in  my  imagination  a  mixed  image, 
a  kind  of  ideal  presentation  of  tree.  Quite  diflFerent 
from  this  is  the  concept,  which  is  never  an  image.' 

But  though  Berkeley  denies  the  possibility  of  an 
abstract  idea,  taking  idea  in  his  own  sense,  we  ought 
not  to  do  him  injustice.  He  fully  admits,  for  in- 
stance, that  w^e  can  reason  about  the  length  of  a  line 
without  attending  to  its  breadth ;  he  only  denies 
that  we  can  have  a  mental  picture  of  such  a  line. 
He  uses  notion  in  this  case,  and  it  would  probably 
not  have  been  difficult  to  convince  him  that  what  he 
means  by  notio,  is  nomen. 

I  had  to  refer  once  more  to  Berkeley's  view  of  ab- 
MiUon  straction,  because  it  will  help  us  to  under- 
Abstraction,  g^and  better  the  view  of  abstraction  pro- 
pounded by  Mill  and  other  modern  philosophers. 
While  Berkeley  in  his  own  philosophical  dialect  ad- 
mits the  possibility  of  a  notion,  or,  what  we  should 
call,  the  concept  of  a  line  without  breadth,  Mill  in 
his  dialect  denies  that  we  can  conceive  it,  because 
with  him,  in  this  passage  at  least,  conceiving  means 
imagining.  *We  can  reason,'  he  writes,  *  about  a 
line  as  if  it  had  no  breadth ;  because  we  have  a 
power,  which  is  the  foundation  of  all  the  control  we 
can  exercise  over  the  operations  of  our  minds,  the 
power,  when  a  perception  is  present  to  our  senses  or 
a  conception  to  our  intellects,  of  attending  to  a  part 
only  of  that  perception  or  conception,  instead  of  the 
whole.     But  we   cannot   conceive   a  line  without 
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breadth,  we  can  form  no  mental  picture  of  such  a 
line ;  all  the  lines  which  we  have  in  our  minds  are 
lines  possessing  breadth/ 

This  shows  how  careful  we  must  be  in  learning  the 
dialect  of  each  philosopher,  though  even  then  it  is  often 
not  easy  to  get  at  the  exact  meaning  of  their  words, 
as  in  this  very  passage  it  is  difficult  to  know  where, 
except  in  the  mind,  we  can  keep  those  lines  aboUt 
which  we  reason  as  if  thev  had  no  breadth,  and  what 
we  can  keep  of  them  except  some  kind  of  picture. 

Mill's  own  account  of  abstraction  is  not  very 
different  from  that  which  Berkeley  tried  to  demolish, 
and,  so  far  as  I  can  judge,  has  demolished.  Accord- 
ing to  Mill,  the  proper  meaning  of  to  conceive  is  to 
form  a  mental  representation  ^  and  this  would  corre- 
spond to  Berkeley's  ideas.  *  We  get  the  conception  of 
an  animal,'  he  says^,  '  by  comparing  different  animals, 
and  when  we  afterwards  see  a  creature  resembling  an 
animal,  we  compare  it  with  our  general  conceptions 
of  an  animal ;  and  if  it  agrees  with  that  general  con- 
ception, we  include  it  in  the  class.  The  conceptioii 
becomes  the  type  of  the  comparison.'  And  again ^r 
'  The  mental  operation  which  extracts  from  a  number 
of  detached  observations  certain  general  characters  in 
which  the  observed  phenomena  resemble  one  another, 
or  resemble  other  known  facts,  is  what  Bacon,  Locke, 
and  most  subsequent  metaphysicians  have  understood 
by  the  word  Abstraction.' 

This  mav  be  so,  nor  do  I  doubt  for  one  moment 
that  a  logician  is  capable  of  performing  that  process. 
What  I  doubt,  with  Berkeley,  is  whether  any  other 


*  Logic,  ii.  7,  4.  *  Ibid.  iv.  2,  3. 

•  Ibid.  iii.  2,  5. 
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mortal  has  ever  passed  through  these  trials.  I  believe, 
as  I  said  before,  that  every  honest  reasoner  will  con- 
fess that  Berkeley  was  right  when  he  said  that  no 
one  ever  caught  himself  in  this  process  of  abstraction, 
that  is,  in  looking  at  John,  James,  and  Peter,  and 
dropping  their  mouths,  their  noses,  their  eyes,  and  all 
the  rest  till  nothing  remained  of  them  but  the  ab- 
stract idea  expressed  by  the  general  term  of  man. 
What  really  takes  place  when  we  imagine  we  are 
forming  abstract  ideas  is,  according  to  Berkeley,  that 
we  use  the  signs  of  particular  ideas,  any  one  of  which 
these  signs  or  names  indifferently  suggest  to  the 
mind  ^  According  to  Locke,  on  the  contrary,  ab- 
stract and  general  terms  are  the  signs  of  (also  the 
only  tangible  proof  of  our  possessing)  abstract  and 
general  ideas. 

In  all  this  conflict  of  opinions  the  only  point  on 
which  aU  philosophers  seem  to  be  agreed  is  our  pos- 
sessing general  terms.  They  may  difler  about  their 
nature  and  origin,  but  they  cannot  deny  their  existence. 
It  is  for  the  Science  of  Language  to  account  for  their 
origin  and  explain  their  real  nature. 

The  Science  of  Language,  by  inquiring  into  the 
origin  of  general  terms,  has  established  two  facts  of 
the  highest  importance,  namely,  first,  that  all  terms 
were  originally  general,  and  secondly,  that  they 
could  not  be  anything  but  general. 

Before,  however,  we  can  fully  utilise  this  discovery 

Abstract      for  our  owu  purposcs,  it  will  be  necessary 

originally  the  f^  ^^  ^hc  Qucstion,  whether  there  is  really 

same  as  ^  J-  '  •' 

General      any  difference  between  a  general  and  an 
Terms.       abstract  term,  and  between  a  singular 

^  L.  c.  p.  144. 
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and  a  concrete  term.  This,  to  a  formal  logician,  may 
sound  a  very  heretical  question,  but  to  those  who 
wish  to  study  the  historical  growth  of  the  human 
mind,  it  is  a  question  that  must  be  asked,  and  must 
be  answered. 

Whether  abstraction  means,  according  to  some 
philosophers,  the  leaving  out  of  certain  parts  of  our 
experience,  so  that,  for  instance,  there  remains  of 
animals  nothing  but  their  having  four  legs  or  their 
being  quadrupeds,  or  whether,  according  to  others, 
it  means  the  drawing  out  of  certain  parts  of  our 
experience,  so  that  in  seeing  animals  we  attend  to 
nothing  but  their  having  four  legs,  in  both  cases  it  is 
clear  that  the  term  quadruped  must  be  applicable  to 
a  class  of  animals,  and  must  therefore  be  called  a 
general  term.  Abstract  and  general  are  therefore 
two  inseparable  qualities  of  the  same  term,  which  is 
called  abstract  on  account  of  the  process  by  which  it 
was  obtained,  and  general  on  account  of  the  cha- 
I'acter  which  it  assumed. 

And  if  there  is  no  real  difference  between  abstract 
and  general  terms,  neither  can  there  be   concrete  the 
between  their  opposites,  viz.  between  con-    the  Bune  m 
Crete  and  singular  terms.    We  call  them       ^"fi^*'- 
singular  because  they  apply  to  objects  which  exist 
once  only,  and  we  call  them  concrete  simply  because 
they  are  not  abstract. 

Now  what  does  the  Science  of  Language  teach  us  ? 
It  teaches,  what  cannot  be  repeated  too  often,  that 
all  names  were  originally  both  abstract  and  general, 
and  that  it  was  impossible  that  they  could  have  been 
anything  else. 

We  know  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  every  name 
was  formed  from  one  root,  and  from  one  root  only. 
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Every  root  expressed  originally  a  concept,  viz.  the 

consciousness   of  our  own  repeated  acts,  and  even 

Every  Name   ^ftcrwards,  when  it  came  to  express  states 

General  and    of  feeling,  it  always  remained  conceptual 

Abstract.  j  i 

and  general. 

If,  therefore,  anything  had  to  be  named,  its  name, 
as  derived  from  a  root,  could  predicate  one  attribute 
only.  Hence,  even  though  the  name  was  meant  for 
an  individual  object,  it  was,  by  necessity,  the  name 
of  other  objects  likewise,  of  all  things,  in  fact,  which 
shared  in  the  same  attribute,  or,  of  a  class  of  things. 
Thus  in  analysing,  for  instance,  the  name  of  well*,  Sk. 
vrika,  we  found  that  it  was  derived  from  a  root 
VRA/SX,  to  tear,  to  lacerate,  and  meant  therefore 
originally  no  more  than  *  a  tearing  thing.*  It  might 
thus  have  been  applicable  to  any  animals  dangerous 
to  the  homestead,  to  foxes  quite  as  much  as  wolves, 
but  by  usage  and  by  necessity  it  became  restricted, 
till  at  last  it  meant  wolf  and  wolf  only.  This  process 
of  restriction  is  essential  for  the  purposes  of  language, 
and  goes  on  to  the  present  day.  Thus  the  Greeks 
restricted  Trofi/n/f,  maker,  to  a  poet,  the  Romans 
auctor,  to  an  author.  Avica,  bird,  contracted  to 
auca,  became  the  exclusive  name  of  the  goose, 
alogon,  brute,  of  the  horse.  And  even  at  the  pre- 
sent day  people  in  Scotland  speak  of  birds,  when 
they  mean  partridges,  offish,  when  they  mean  salmon, 
and  of  the  Book  when  they  mean  the  Bible. 

The  same  process  of  naming  is  repeated  in  later 
phases  of  language.  The  name  for  animal,  for  in- 
stance, meant  originally  no  more  than  a  thing  that 
breathes,  animal  being  derived  from  anima,  and 
anima  from  a  root  AN,  to  breathe.  It  did  not  pre- 
dicate voluntary  motion,  or  anything  beyond  breath- 
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jng,  all  the  other  attributes  of  animals  being  under- 
stood, but  not  expressed. 

In  a  similar  way  an  elephant,  besides  many  other 
names,  was  called  hastin,  from  hasta,  trunk.  The 
trunk  evidently  struck  people  as  an  important  cha- 
racter, as  something  by  which  this  animal  could  easily 
be  known  and  distinguished,  and  thus  it  supplied  one 
of  its  names  (gnom  en).  Other  names,  however,  were 
not  excluded,  and  we  see  in  the  history  of  language 
a  constant  repetition  of  that  tentative  process  of 
knowing  and  naming,  until,  out  of  a  large  number 
of  what  Bacon  might  have  called  nomina  temere 
a  rebus  abstracta,  one  survived  as  the  fittest,  its 
etymological  meaning  became  forgotten,  and  its  in- 
tension was  settled  in  the  end  by  scientific  definition. 

There  was  no  other  way  of  forming  names.  One 
attribute  had  to  be  abstracted,  whether  by  attention 
to  one,  or  want  of  attention  to  others,  and  that  attri- 
bute, when  expressed  by  a  root,  became  the  name, 
not  of  one  only,  but  of  all  objects  sharing  in  that  at- 
tribute, till  by  the  necessities  of  language,  as  a  means 
of  communication,  it  was  more  and  more  restricted, 
and  by  the  necessities  of  language,  as  a  means  of  exact 
reasoning,  it  was  more  and  more  accurately  defined. 
Every  name  therefore  was  by  necessity  an  abstract 
and  a  general  term.  This  character  was  innate  in 
every  word,  and  though  it  became  hidden  when  words 
were  applied  to  singular  and  concrete  things,  it  breaks 
out  again  at  once,  without  any  such  complicated  pro- 
cess as  Berkeley  derides  and  Mill  believes  in,  as  soon 
as  the  singular  and  concrete  things  vanish  more  and 
more  from  our  mental  focus,  while  the  name  remains 
what  it  was  from  the  beginning,  abstract  and  general. 

As  the  whole  of  this  phase,  which  in  the  history 
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of  language  and  of  thought  lies  beyond  the  forma- 
tion and  the  final  settlement  of  words,  was  unknown 
to  earlier  logicians,  they  are  not  to  be  blamed  for 
not  having  perceived  the  real  solution  of  the  ques- 
tion, how  abstract  and  general  names  arise.  They 
naturally  began  with  concrete  and  singular  names, 
and  they  either  were  unable  to  get  beyond  them  at 
all,  as  in  Berkeley's  case,  or  they  invented  what 
Green  so  graphically  describes  as  a  Donkey-race,  in 
which  he  who  knows  least  wins  by  arriving  first  at 
the  highest  and  hollowest  abstraction. 

Let  us,  however,  now  place  ourselves  in  the  posi- 

Later  PhftBeg  *^^^  ^^  thosc  obscrvers  of  human  thought 
ofAbttrac-  who,  like  Aristotle,  had  a  ready-made 
language  to  think  in,  and  knew  nothing 
as  to  how  they  came  into  possession  of  it.  If  they 
had  always  used  abstraction  or  substraction  in  the 
sense  of  (Kpalpean^  or  *  taking  away,'  or  still  better  in 
the  sense  of  dropping  some  portion  of  a  name, 
whether  singular  or  general,  or  letting  it  drop,  and 
if  all  names  thus  afiected  had  been  called  abstract  or 
remainders  (subtract),  there  would  have  been  much 
less  ambiguity  in  that  term  than  there  is  now.  We 
might  well  say  then  that  all  our  words  were  formed 
by  addition  and  substraction.  By  addition,  when  we 
collect  several  percepts  under  one  concept,  by  sub- 
straction when  we  allow  some  of  the  contents  of  our 
concepts  to  drop  out  again.  Concrete  words  would 
thus  be  names  of  a  single  thing  as  a  whole,  abstract 
words  names  of  portions  only,  by  whatever  process 
these  portions  had  been  separated  from  the  whole. 
It  would  then  be  seen  at  once  that  all  names  of 
attributes  must  by  necessity  be  abstract,  all  names  of 
substantial  things  concrete. 


FORMATION   OP  WORDS.  461 

Thus  house,  like  every  other  noun,  contains  in  itself 
a  predicate,  and  probably  meant  at  first  *  whatever 
covers,'  'a  covering.'  This  I  call  a  general  and  abstract 
terra,  and  there  is  nothing  single  and  concrete  which 
could  be  said  to  be  a  covering  and  nothing  else.  But 
when  I  say  '  this  house '  or  *  my  house,'  I  change  the 
general  and  abstract  into  a  singular  and  concrete 
term.  I  mean  this  one  house  with  all  that  pertains 
to  it.  After  that,  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  general 
idea  of  house,  I  have  not  by  a  laborious  process  to 
leave  out  all  that  is  peculiar  to  the  house,  its  colour, 
its  height,  its  door  and  windows.  All  this  is  really 
done  for  me.  As  soon  as  I  have  to  speak  of  two  or 
more  houses,  the  singular  and  concrete  name  becomes 
general  and  abstract  once  more,  without  any  help 
from  me.  Something  of  the  meaning  conveyed  by 
'this  house '  is  dropped  as  soon  as  I  speak  of  'houses,' 
and  a  name  is  left  which  corresponds  no  longer  to 
anything  singular  and  concrete,  to  anything  that  we 
can  touch  or  move.  'This  house'  or  *my  house' 
was  red  or  white,  tall  or  low,  with  so  many  doors 
and  windows ;  it  stands  in  this  street,  in  this  place, 
and  nowhere  else.  It  exists  once,  and  once  only. 
But  as  soon  as  I  form  a  plural  and  speak  of  houses, 
of  two  or  three  or  many,  their  colour,  their  height, 
the  number  of  their  doors  and  windows,  all  is  dropped 
as  non-essential,  and  there  remains  only  a  general 
name  applicable  to  many  buildings,  and  an  abstract 
name,  abstract  in  the  sense  that  a  good  deal  of  its 
varied  original  meaning  has  been  dropped.  We  have 
nearly  come  back  to  the  original  general  and  abstract 
name,  'house,'  which  meant,  'whatever  covers,'  'a 
covering.' 

Or,  let  us  suppose  that  we  see  a  black  man  and 
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a  white  man.  I  am  now  speaking  of  a  later  period 
in  the  history  of  thought,  when  we  already  are  in 
possession  of  such  names  as  man,  black,  white.  'Man/ 
as  we  saw,  was  originally  a  synthesis  of  *  thinking ' 
and  'here,'  it  expressed  something  general  and  abstract, 
rendered  singular  and  concrete  by  the  synthesis  be- 
tween thinking  and  here.  With  such  words  we  are 
able  to  say  *  this  black  man/  *  this  white  man.'  But 
by  saying  *  black  man  and  white  man,*  we  ipso 
facto  drop  colour  out  of  the  intension  of  man,  and 
*man'  is  used  pro  tanto  as  abstract  or  subtract, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  as  a  general  name. 

So  we  may  go  on  applying  the  term  man  to  more 
and  more  beings,  to  young  and  old,  to  small  and  tall, 
to  deaf  and  dumb,  till  at  last  this  term  becomes  so 
abstract,  so  emptied  of  its  intension  or  connotation, 
that  it  may  be  applied  to  any  extent  to  any  human 
being  of  the  male  sex.  Even  that  distinction  is 
surrendered  at  last  when  we  speak  of  a  wif-man, 
i.  e.  a  woman,  or  of  Jedermann,  every  man,  in  the 
sense  of  every  person. 

We  thus  see  how  the  same  w^ord  *man'  can  be 
applied  as  a  singular  and  concrete  term,  when  we 
simply  denote  one  person  as  *  this  man,*  and  as  aa 
abstract  and  general  term,  when  we  say  '  every  man  ^ 
or  *  all  men/  i.  e.  all  who  are  men,  all  of  whom  I 
may  predicate  the  essential  attributes  of  man.  In 
the  former  case  'man'  is  as  full  of  intension  as  it  can 
hold,  in  the  latter  it  is  almost  reduced  to  its  first 
state  of  *  whatever  thinks.' 

If  we  look  at  this  question  first  from  an  historical 
point  of  view,  we  ought  to  remember  that  adjectives 
were  formed  originally  like  substantives.  Like  sub- 
stantives, therefore,  they  were  abstract  and  general 
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terms,  but  they   differed   from   other  substantives, 
and  began  to  form  a  class  by  themselves, 
because  they  lent  themselves  to  be  used  tives  Abntract 
as    predicates    rather   than    as   subiects.     orCoacret© 

Termnf 

This,  however,  did  not  prevent  their  being 
used,  with  the  definite  article  or  some  other  pronoun, 
as  singular  and  concrete  terms  also,  as  when  we 
speak  of  *this  black,'  meaning  'this  negro/  Here 
what  is  grammatically  an  adjective,  is  logically  no 
longer  a  ]  medicate,  but  has  become  a  subject,  and 
grammatically  a  substantive. 

The  process  is  always  the  same.  We  begin  by 
localising  or  concretising  a  concept,  such  as  to  beat, 
when  we  say  *  beat-here.'  If  we  take  this  as  the 
name  of  an  agent,  we  get  a  name  for  beater  as  a 
substantive,  or  for  beating  as  an  adjective ;  if  we 
take  it  as  the  name  of  an  instrument,  we  get  a  name 
for  stick ;  if  we  take  it  as  the  name  of  the  result, 
Tve  get  a  name  for  beaten,  and  this  again  may  be 
used  either  as  a  substantive,  for  instance,  a  beaten 
track,  or  as  an  adjective,  meaning  originally  *  beaten,' 
but  taking  in  several  languages  the  meaning  of 
'  black  and  blue.'  This  adjective  '  blue,'  if  applied 
to  many  blows  or  wounds,  is  a  general  and  abstract 
term,  but  if  applied  to  one  wound,  it  may  once  more 
become  singular  and  concrete,  so  that  'this  blue'  may 
do  service  for  *  this  wound.' 

If  then  an  adjective,  according  to  its  origin,  is 
general,  for  it  can  be  applied  to  many,  and  abstract, 
because,  to  take  the  lowest  view,  it  cannot  be  touched 
or  moved,  how  is  it  that  many  philosophers,  and 
particularly  Mill,  treat  adjectives  as  concrete  terms  ? 
It  is  because  from  adjectives  new  substantives  are 
derived,  as  whiteness  from  white,  and  because,  if 
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whiteness  is  abstract,  white,  it  is  supposed,  must 

be  concrete.     Let  us  see  what  is  the  real  difference 

between  such  terms  as  white  and  whiteness. 

We  observed   before  that  from  collective  terms, 

which  are  general  terms,  conceived  as  sin- 
Abstract  ^       .  \     1         • 
Terms  derived  gular  (scncs  =  scnatus),  there  IS  an  easy 

from  Ad-      transition  to  a  new  class  of  terms  to  which 
the   name   of  abstract  is   commonly  re- 
stricted, names  which  express  the  quality  or  qualities 
common  to  all  members  comprehended  under  these 
collective  terms. 

Sometimes  there  is  no  outward  distinction  at  all 
between  collective  terms  and  the  abstract  terms 
corresponding  to  them.  Youth  means  a  collection 
of  young  men,  e.  g.  the  youth  of  Oxford,  and  likewise 
what  is  common  to  them  all,  as  when  we  say,  *  im- 
pelled by  youth  (youthfulness)  they  rushed  forth !  * 
The  same  applies  to  the  French  jeunesse.  Thus 
humanity  with  us  means  mankind,  but  it  also 
means  the  quality  of  mankind,  humanity  (huma- 
nitas).  The  old  English  name  for  wood  is  treo w-cyn, 
lit.  tree-kind.  In  order  to  avoid  ambiguity,  however, 
language  tries  to  distinguish  between  collective  and 
abstract  terms.  Thus  priesthood  is  used  as  a 
collective  term  only  (so  many  priests),  manhood 
chiefly  as  an  abstract  collective  term,  expressing  the 
essential  qualities  of  mankind. 

A  very  common  derivative  in  the  Teutonic  lan- 
guages is  ness  in  English,  niss  in  German.  Its 
origin  is  difficult.  It  seems  to  have  been  originally 
ess  and  iss,  but  it  became  most  popular  after  it  had 
taken  the  initial  n,  due  possibly  to  the  last  consonant 
of  preceding  verbal  bases.  It  forms  collective  words 
as  in  wilderness,  in  German  Wildniss,  or  in  the 
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German  Finster-niss,  darkness.  More  generally, 
however,  it  forms  nouns  expressive  of  quality,  such 
as  wildness,  stinginess,  etc.  Often  these  abstract 
nouns  assume  new  meanings.  Thus  fulness  has 
been  transferred  once  more  so  as  to  express  a  mass 
(-ttX^Oo?),  and  business,  from  meaning  the  state  or 
quality  of  being  busy,  has  come  to  mean  the  object  of 
business,  or  w^hatwe  are  occupied  with.  Nay,  high- 
ness in  Your  Highness  has  become  a  mere  title. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  if  we  follow  the  indica- 
tions left  in  language,  that  there  was  a  possible  tran- 
sition from  collective  to  abstract  terms. 

From  a  purely  psychological  point  of  view,  however, 
another  explanation  of  these  terms  maybe  and  has  been 
attempted.  If  we  see  a  black  man,  a  black  woman,  a 
black  child,  a  black  dog,  and  a  black  cat,  it  is  possible 
that  we  may  either  allow  black  to  drop  throughout 
and  thus  arrive  at  a  name  applicable  to  man,  woman, 
child,  dog,  and  cat,  namely  animal ;  or  we  may  allow 
man,  woman,  child,  dog,  and  cat  to  drop,  and  thus 
retain  black.  But  in  that  case,  too,  black  is  clearly 
an  abstract  term.  It  is  not  the  name  of  things,  but 
of  something  belonging  to  things,  expressing  a 
quality  or  an  attribute  that  cannot  be  touched  or 
moved.  It  can  never  be  called  a  concrete  name,  till 
we  join  it  with  the  article,  and  thus  get  '  this  black,' 
i.  e.  this  black  man. 

I  call  this  process  psychologically  possible,  par- 
ticularly in  the  case  of  students  of  logic,  but  I  doubt 
whether  with  the  great  majority  of  mankind  it  is 
ever  performed  consciously.  Language  would  rather 
seem  to  perform  all  this  for  us.  The  mere  addition 
of  adjectives,  such  as  black  dog,  white  dog,  large  dog, 
small  dog,  reduces  the  full  meaning  of  *  this  dog  *  to 

Hh 
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a  mere  shadow,  i.  e.  to  a  geoeral,  and,  in  our  sense,  an 
abstract  term.  We  may  afterwards,  as  logicians,  per- 
form the  same  process  consciously,  but  the  number  of 
logicians  is  small. 

The  question  which  I  should  like  to  ask  is  this : — 
We  know  that,  historically  at  all  events,  there  was  a 
transition  from  the  collective  term  juventus,  i.e. 
youth,  in  the  sense  of  many  or  all  young  men,  to  the 
abstract  term  juventas,  youth,  in  the  sense  of  youth- 
fulness,  the  quality  peculiar  to  many  or  all  young 
people.  Is  it  not  possible  that  there  was  a  similar 
connecting  link  between  white  and  whiteness,  and 
that  whiteness  was  really  at  first  a  kind  of  collective 
term  for  every  kind  of  white,  and  became  at  last  what 
we  now  call  par  excellence  an  abstract  term  ?  In 
that  case  language  would  have  passed,  for  instance, 
from  dark  to  darkness,  a  collection  of  dark,  and 
lastly  to  darkness,  the  quality  of  the  former ;  or  in 
German  from  wild  to  Wildniss,  a  collection  of  wild, 
a  wilderness,  and  lastly  to  Wildniss,  in  the  sense  of 
Wildheit,  the  quality  of  all  wild  things.  If  this 
path  was  once  opened,  it  would  be  followed  by  the 
mere  force  of  analogy  in  many  cases  where  the  con- 
necting links  were  never  thought  of.  But  it  is  the 
premier  pas  that  has  to  be  explained,  and  the  ex- 
planation here  suggested  is  not  without  analogy  in 
certain  other  cases  ^. 

In  order  to  distinguish  these  abstract  terms,  as 
Subtract  and  ^®^®  defined,  from  general  and  abstract 

AbBtract      torms  in  the  ordinary  sense,  I  mean  names 

Terms.       jjj^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  j^  would  be  verv 

desirable  to  have  two  terms.     Some  have  suggested 

*  See  *  On  the  suffix  t&ti,'  before,  pp.  248-255. 
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'  abstract  terms  of  the  first  and  second  degree,'  but 
this  is  cumbersome.  I  should  myself  prefer  to  call 
words  like  man,  dog,  and  tree,  subtract  terms,  be- 
cause what  they  name  has  been  separated  and  sub- 
tracted from  a  fuller  mass  of  sensuous  experience, 
while  I  should  wish  to  reserve  abstract  for  collective 
names  of  quality,  such  as  whiteness,  youth,  etc.  I 
fear,  however,  that  custom  is  too  strong,  and  that 
here  as  elsewhere  loquendum  cum  vulgo. 

It  is  well  known  that  Mill  in  his  Logic  strongly 
objects  to  that  definition  of  abstract  and 
concrete  which  I  have  adopted,  and  still  Tenninoiogy. 
more  to  the  identification  of  abstract  with 
general,  and  concrete  with  singular  \     '  A  practice,' 
he  writes,   'has  grown  up  in  more  modern  times, 
which,  if  not  introduced  by  Locke,  has  gained  cur- 
rency chiefly  from  his  example,  of  applying  the  ex- 
pression "  abstract  name  "  to  all  names  which  are  the 
result   of  abstraction    or   generalisation,   and    con- 
sequently to  all  general  names,  instead  of  confining 
it  to  attributes.     The  metaphysicians  of  the  Con- 
dillac  school .  .  .  have  gone  on  imitating  Locke  in 
this  abuse   of  language,  until  there   is   now  some 
diflSculty  in  restoring  the  word  to  its  original  signifi- 
cation.'    He  finishes  by  saying,  *  By  abstract  then  I 
shall  always  in  Logic  proper,  mean  the  opposite  of 
concrete  ;  by  an  abstract  name,  the  name  of  an 
attribute;  by  a  concrete  name,  the  name  of  an 
object.' 

Nothing  can  be  more  excellent  so  far  as  Mill's  own 
terminology  is  concerned,  but  Locke  and  Condillac 
may  surely  claim  the  same  right  which  he  claims  of 

^  Logic,  i.  2M^  JevoDB,  pp.  20-21. 

H  h  2 
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defining  the  name  concrete  and  abstract  from  their 
point  of  view.  He  appeals  to  the  authority  of  the 
schoohnen,  and  calls  any  deviation  from  this  ter- 
minology wanton.  I  admire  the  schoolmen  as  much 
as  anybody,  but  if  I  take  a(j)aip€&i9  in  the  sense  im- 
plied by  Aristotle,  or  in  a  sense  more  in  consonance 
with  the  history  of  language,  of  which  the  schoolmen 
knew  nothing,  I  do  not  think  that  this  can  be  called 
mere  wantonness. 

I  am  as  much  in  favour  of  keeping  old  bottles  as 
Mill  can  be,  but  it  does  happen  from  time  to  time 
that  new  facts  will  burst  the  old  terms.  Now  the 
Science  of  Language  has  supplied  us  with  many  new 
facts,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  origin  of  words, 
and  if  it  has  taught  us  anything,  it  has  taught  us 
that  two  different  words  do  not  always  imply  two 
different  concepts.  I  believe  that  with  the  simpler 
terminology  which  I  have  adopted,  identifying  sin- 
gular and  concrete,  general  and  abstract  names,  I  can 
still  distinguish  all  that  really  requires  distinction, 
without  attempting  to  distinguish  what  ought  not 
to  be  distinguished.  I  hold  that  as  soon  as  I  speak 
of  trees  in  the  plural,  I  xise  a  general  term,  applicable 
to  many,  and  an  abstract  or  subtract  term,  because 
all  that  distinguishes  one  tree  from  another  is  gone. 
I  also  hold  that  as  soon  as  I  drop  the  peculiar  foliage 
of  this  and  that  tree,  whether  leaves  or  needles,  I 
arrive  at  a  tree,  a  something  which  never  exists  and 
cannot  exist  in  rerum  naturA,  an  abstract  term 
therefore,  if  any  deserves  to  be  called  abstract,  and, 
as  such,  predicable  of  many,  or  a  general  term. 
Again,  if  we  adopt  the  usual  view  of  logicians,  *  this 
green  tree,'  as  soon  as  I  drop  everything  but  its 
colour,  leaves  me  in  possession  of  the  word  *  green,* 
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which  is  abstract,  and,  as  applicable  to  ever  so  many 
trees,  general. 

I  do  not  quarrel  with  Mill's  definition  of  abstract 
and  concrete,  as  difTerent  from  general  and  singular, 
but  even  accepting  his  definition  of  these  terms,  I 
cannot  reconcile  them  with  his  own  statement,  that 
an  adjective,  such  as  green,  is  concrete.  What  are 
adjectives  but  the  names  of  quality,  and  if  names  of 
quality,  according  to  Mill's  own  showing,  are  abstract, 
how  can  adjectives  be  concrete  1  Mill  ^  admits  him- 
self that  an  attribute  is  not  a  real  thing,  possessed 
of  objective  existence,  but  a  particular  mode  of 
naming  our  sensations,  or  our  expectation  of  sen- 
sations, when  looked  at  in  their  relation  to  an  external 
object  which  excites  them !  If  then  that  object  is 
concrete,  how  does  it  differ  from  its  attributes  which 
are  not,  as  Mill  expresses  it,  real  things  ?  And  yet 
in  another  place  Mill  writes:  *  Names  of  qualities 
and  names  of  substances  stand  for  the  very  same 
sets  of  facts  or  phenomena  ;  whiteness  and  a  white 
thing  are  only  different  phrases,  required  by  con- 
venience for  speaking  of  the  same  external  fact  under 
different  relations^'  Surely  that  is  not  so  in  English. 
When  I  say  *  the  snow  possesses  whiteness,'  I  mean 
something  very  different  from  what  I  mean  when 
I  say  *  I  see  a  white  thing.'  By  a  *  white  things ' 
I  mean  some  thing  capable  of  existing  in  and  by 
itself,  and  not  as  a  quality  of  some  other  thing, 
and  Mill  by  identifying  whiteness  and  a  white  thing 
seems  to  me  guilty  of  the  same  petitio  principii 


*  Logic,  ii.  2,  4.  '  Ibid.  v.  3,  4. 

'  See  Aristotle,  Post.  Analyt.  xxii.  7 :  "Oa-a  dc  /A7  ovaiav  arifAaivti^ 
dci  Kara  rtvos  vnoKtifuvov  noTJiyoptiaBaif  «cai  yai  tlvoL  rt  Xcvcdy,  h  ov^  htpdp 
Tt  hp  Xevicdy  rariy. 
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which  he  blames  in  Plato,  who  from  the  fact  that 
justice  and  wisdom,  though  incorporeal,  must  be 
something,  argues  that  incorporeal  things  may  exist  ^ 
It  may  seem  very  disrespectful  to  speak  in  such  terms 
of  so  great  a  logician  as  Mill,  but  I  may  honestly 
say  I  have  tried  very  hard  to  reconcile  his  various 
utterances  about  adjectives  or  names  of  attributes 
being  concrete  names,  but  I  have  not  succeeded, 
I  hinted  before  that  the  reason  why  MiU  and  those 
who  follow  him  treat  adjectives  such  as  red  or  useful 
as  concrete,  might  have  been  that  abstract  terms  can 
again  be  derived  from  them,  such  as  redness  and 
usefulness.  But  this  would  not  be  a  suflScient  reason. 
If  I  say  *  this  red  house,'  the  three  words  together 
form  no  doubt  a  concrete  term,  and  so  would  *the 
white  house,'  Hhe  tall  house,'  'the  square  house,' 
etc.  But  when  I  drop  house,  and  speak  of  'red,' 
'white,'    'tall,'    'square,^  these   terms  are  abstract, 

« 

whether  we  mean  by  abstract  'drawn  from'  or  'left 
behind.'  Red  can  never  exist,  and  can  never  be 
perceived  by  itself;  it  comes  to  us  always  as  be- 
longing to  other  things,  and  only  after  allowing 
those  other  things  to  vanish  from  the  focus  of  our 
mind  can  we  think  or  speak  of  red. 

But  though  red  by  itself  can  never  stand  as  the 
name  of  a  substance,  it  may  perfectly  well  become 
the  subject  of  a  proposition,  as  when  we  say  'the 
red  of  the  rainbow,*  and  speak  of  it  as  diflferent  from 
the  blue  and  the  green.  Some  people  may  say  that 
by  'the  red'  we  mean  the  red  colour,  but,  if  so, 
nothing  can  be  more  abstract  than  colour,  nor  would 
colour  mean  any  more   than  our  sensation  of  red 

^ ■ ■  ■    _ 

*  Logic,  V.  7,  2. 
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objectified.  It  seems  to  me,  that  when  we  speak 
of  the  red  of  the  rainbow,  *the  red'  is  here  an 
abstract  term  used  as  a  subject,  and  differs  but 
little  from  'redness/  which  everybody  admits  to 
be  an  abstract  term.  In  Latin  album  is  used  in 
the  sense  of  whiteness^  utile  and  dulce  mean  use- 
fulness and  pleasure.  Even  in  modem  languages 
we  speak  of  the  cool  of  the  evening  instead  of  the 
coolness,  and  there  are  adjectives  which  have  no 
corresponding  substantival  forms  at  all,  such  as  for 
instance,  violet,  purple,  etc.  Here  it  becomes  quite 
clear  that  if  we  speak  of  the  violet  of  the  clouds,  we 
mean  not  only  what  is  violet  in  them,  but  the 
abstract  quality  of  violet,  what  we  should  call  violet- 
ness,  if  language  allowed  us  to  do  so. 

There  is  one  more  division  of  terms  or  names 
which  has  been  revived  by  Mill,  and  which  connoutive 
he  considers  of  great  importance,  but  which  •^^  Denou- 
to  me  seems  a  mere  encumbrance  oi  Logic; 
I  mean  the  division  of  all  names  into  Connotative 
and  Denotative.  This  division  too  has  been  bor- 
rowed from  the  schoolmen,  and  I  do  not  mean  to 
deny  that  the  two  words,  to  connote  and  to  denote, 
are  often  very  useful  in  logical  and  etymological 
discussions.  '  A  name  is  said,  in  the  language  of 
logicians,  to  denote  the  objects  and  connote  the 
attributes.  White  denotes  chalk  and  other  white 
substances,  and  connotes  the  particular  colour  which 
is  common  to  them.  Bird  denotes  eagles,  sparrows, 
crows,  geese,  and  so  forth,  and  connotes  life,  the 
possession  of  wings,  and  the  other  properties  by 
which  we  are  guided  in  applying  the  name.  The 
various  objects  denoted  by  the  class-name  are  what 
is  meant  by  the  Extension  of  the  concept,  while  the 
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attributes  connoted  are  its  Comprehension  or  Inten- 
sion ^'      All  this  is  very  true  and  clear.      What   I 
object  to  is  the  supposition  that  denotative  is  any- 
thing but  a  new  name  for  singular  and   concrete 
terms.     Even  the  point  of  view  which  we  have  to 
take  in  dividing  names  into  connotative  and  deno- 
tative is  not  a  new  one.     It  is  the  same  which  we 
occupy  when  we  distinguish  between  the  intension 
and  extension  of  terms^.     Let  us  take  an  instance. 
The  extension  of  such  a  word  as  planet  consists 
of  Jupiter,  Venus,  Saturn,  etc.,  its  intension  is  a 
round  body  revolving  elliptically  round  the  sun,  etc. 
Is  there  any  difference  between  this  and  our  saying, 
the  term  planet  denotes  Jupiter  or  Venus  or  Saturn^ 
etc.,  and  connotes  a  round  body  revolving  elliptically 
round  the  sun  ?     Then  why  introduce  new  technical 
terms?      It  is  convenient,  no  doubt,  to  have  two 
expressions  for  the  same  thing,  particularly  as  we 
have    no    verbs    corresponding    to    extension    and 
intension.      But  if  that   convenience  is  bought  at 
the  expense  of  clearness  of  thought,  it  is  too  dearly 
bought. 

I  go  even  a  step  further,  and  I  maintain  that, 
speaking  strictly,  all  singular  and  concrete  terms 
denote,  all  general  and  abstract  terms  connote.  I 
do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  meaning  of  these  three 
names,  singular,  concrete  and  denotative  on  one 
side,  and  general,  abstract  and  connotative  on 


*  Mill  on  Hamiltou,  p.  389. 

*  Thus  the  intension  of  a  term  is  synonymous  with  its  com- 
prehension or  connotation,  or  depth;  while  the  extension  is 
synonymous  with  the  denotation  or  breadth.     Jevons,  Lessons, 

P-  39- 

'  I  tljink  we  ought  to  say  or,  not  and. 
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the  other,  is  exactly  the  same,  but  I  do  mean  that 
these  names  refer  to  the  same  classes  of  words  under 
slightly  different  aspects.  The  same  words  fall  into 
the  one  or  the  other  class.     For  instance  : 

Singular :  this  planet,  which  exists  once  only,  say 
Jupiter. 

Concrete :  this  planet,  which  can  be  seen,  if  not 
touched  and  moved,  say  Jupiter. 

Denotative:  this  planet,  say  Jupiter  and  for  the 
time  being  no  other. 

General :  the  planets,  several  in  number,  whatever 
moves  round  the  sun  elliptically. 

Abstract^ :  the  planets,  in  general,  different  from 
any  planet  in  particular. 

Connotative  :  the  planets,  quS,  bright,  heavenly 
bodies,  round,  moving  elliptically  round  the  sun, 
attracted  by  gravitation,  etc. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  by  Jevons  and  other 
logicians  that,  in  spite  of  its  great  length.  Mill's 
definition  of  denotation  and  connotation,  of  non- 
connotative  and  connotative  terms,  is  by  no 
means  clear,  while  Mill  himself  admits  how  much 
it  differs  from  that  accepted  by  his  father,  James 
Mill. 

Without  entering  here  into  this  controversy,  I 
cannot  suppress  a  wish  that  these  two  words,  to 
denote  and  connote,  might  be  set  entirely  free  from 
their  present  logical  bondage,  so  that  they  could  be 
used  for  a  new  purpose  by  the  student  of  language. 
It  w^ould  be  most  desirable  to  be  able  to  distinguii^h 
by  short  technical  terms  between  the  etymological 

^  If  Mill  says  that  abstract  names  are  usually  n  on -connotative, 
but  may  be  connotative  in  some  cases,  this  arises  from  the  uncer- 
tainty of  his  definition  of  abstract.     See  Jevons,  Lessons,  p.  44. 
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and  the  historical  meaning  of  words.  I  should  like 
to  be  able  to  say  that  bhr4tar,  brother,  for  instance, 
denotes  one  or  more  persons  by  the  one  attribute  of 
carriers,  on  account  of  which  attribute  the  name  is 
given,  while  it  connotes  all  the  attributes  which 
belong  to  a  bhr&tar  or  carrier,  as  evolved  gradually 
by  experience,  and  in  the  end  settled  by  definition. 
I  should  say  on  the  same  principle  that  triangle 
denotes  a  thing  with  three  angles,  and  nothing  else, 
but  that  it  connotes  being  enclosed  in  three  lines  and 
all  other  qualities  which  geometrical  research  has 
discovered  and  may  discover  in  a  triangular  figure. 
Planet  again  would  be  said  to  denote  a  wandering 
star,  but  to  connote  all  that  we  know  of  planets. 
This  comes  very  near  to  Mill's  definition ^  but  that 
is  the  very  reason  why  I  fear  that  it  would  be  mis- 
leading to  use  these  terms  in  this  new  meaning.  With 
Mill  a  non-connotative  (denotative)  term  signifies  a 
subject  only,  a  connotative  term  denotes  a  subject 
and  implies  an  attribute.  I  should  prefer  to  say 
that  a  denotative  term  denotes  a  subject  by  means 
of  one  attribute  only,  namely  of  that  expressed  by 
the  root  from  which  it  is  derived,  a  connotative  term 
denotes  a  subject  and  implies  all  attributes  that  have 
been  discovered  by  continued  experience. 

However,  *  to  signify*  answers  nearly  the  same  pur- 
pose as  *  to  denote,*  *  to  imply'  the  same  as  *  to  con- 
note,* and  where  an  ambiguity  can  arise,  it  may,  for 
the  present  at  least,  be  better  to  say,  bhr^tar  signi- 
fies (or  denotes)  a  person,  qua  carrier,  and  imphes 
(or  connotes)  humanity,  manhood,  kinship,  kindliness, 
etc.;  that  aSeXcpo^  signifies  a  co-uterinus,  and  that 

^  Logic,  i.  2,  5. 


FOBMATION   OP  WORDS. 


475 


it  implies,  like  bhratar,  humanity,  manhood,  kin- 
ship, but  perhaps  less  of  kindliness  and  helpfulness 
than  bhritar,  brother. 

I  should  suggest  then,  with  all  respect  for  the 
minute  distinctions  introduced  into  the  classification 
of  words  by  schoolmen  and  by  modern  logicians,  that 
the  best  classification  is  that  which  is  supplied  by 
the  history  of  language.  That  history  teaches  us 
that  language  began  with  roots,  expressive  of  the 
consciousness  of  repeated  acts,  or,  of  concepts. 

These  concepts  would  be  predicated,  as  follows  : — 

ROOTS  OR  CONCEPTS. 


I.  Substantives, 

a.  Singular  and  Concrete, 
as    Eubject:     This    cutter 

cuts, 
(as  predicate :  John  is  this 
cutter). 

b.  General  and  Abstract, 
as  subject :  Cutters  cut,  a 

cutter  cuts, 
(as  predicate :   John  is  a 
cutter). 

c.  Collective,   General  as 

Singular, 
as  subject:    Some  cutters, 
cutter-cla£s. 

d.  Universal, 

as   subject  :     All   cutters, 
cutter-kind. 


2.  Adjectives  and  Verbs, 

a.  Singular  and  Concrete, 
(as  subject :  This  cutting  one 

cuts), 
as  predicate :    John  is  this 
cutting  one,  John  cuts. 

b.  General  and  Abstract, 
(as  subject :  cutting  ones  cut, 

a  cutter  cuts), 
as  predicate :  John  is  a  cut- 
ting one. 

Collective,    General    as 

Singular, 
as  subject :  The  sharpness  of 
weapons. 


c. 


After  having  examined  these  various  divisions  of 
words   which   have   been    introduced   by        rj^^ 
logicians,  let  us  return  now  to  the  oldest     Categories 
division   01   all,  a   division  which   gram- 
marians     borrowed     from     logicians,    namely    that 
according  to  Aristotle's  categories. 
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I  tried  to  show  that  what  logicians  call  the  cate- 
gories, and  what  grammarians  call  the  parts  of 
speech,  must  be  traced  back  to  a  far  earlier  period 
in  the  growth  of  the  human  mind  than  has  hitherto 
been  supposed.  These  categories  are  not  only  forms 
of  language  and  thought,  they  are  the  antecedent 
conditions  of  language  and  therefore  of  thought.  If 
we  are  to  speak  and  think  at  all,  we  must  be  able  to 
predicate  substance  and  quality  and  action,  and  in 
this  sense  Kant  was  perfectly  right  in  treating  the 
categories  as  the  sine  qu&  non  of  all  speech  and  all 
thought,  and  those  of  ubi  and  quando  as  the  sine 
qua  non  of  all  sensuous  intuition.  Schopenhauer 
also  was  right  when  he  claimed  for  causality  the 
place  of  the  fundamental  category,  for  what  he 
means  by  causality  is  really  what  Aristotle  meant  as 
the  category  of  ova-la.  It  is  the  impulse  of  causality 
which  makes  us  demand  for  every  perception  a 
there,  and  this  there,  if  we  think  ttbout  it,  is  really 
meant  as  thence,  namely  as  the  cause  of  our  sensa- 
tions. Where  Schopenhauer  seems  to  me  wrong  is  in 
denying  to  the  other  categories  their  fundamental 
character.  No  doubt,  they  would  come  genetically 
after  the  category  of  causality,  and  Aristotle  himself 
calls  them  the  Seinepai  Karfiyoplat,  but  they  must  be,  to 
use  Kant's  language,  given,  quite  as  much  as  the 
first  category,  unless  we  look  upon  them  as  the  re- 
sult of  repeated  experience,  that  is,  unless  we  forget 
Kant's  first  lesson,  that  no  experience  would  have 
been  possible  without  them.  Without  these  cate- 
gories man  would  indeed  be  5X0709,  that  is,  not  only 
speechless,  but  mad. 

The  only  difference,  if  there  is  any,  between  Kant  s 
view  of  the  categories  and  my  own  is  that  Kant 
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takes  them  as  the  sine  qu4  non  of  thought  in  the 
abstract,  while  I  take  them  as  the  sine  qu&  non  of 
thought,  as  embodied  in  language.  And  this  will 
really  serve  to  facilitate  the  proof  of  the  k  priori 
character  of  the  categories.  Kant  has  to  show,  for 
instance,  that  we  could  not  conceive  one,  many,  or 
all,  if  nothing  were  given  us  but  the  impressions  of 
the  senses,  that  the  counting  or  summing  up  is  our 
doing,  and  that  no  thought  would  be  possible  with- 
out it.  I  simply  appeal  to  the  evidence  of  language 
to  show  that  no  language  is  possible,  unless  we  are 
able  by  some  means  or  other  to  distinguish  in  it  the 
subject  of  a  sentence  as  either  one,  many,  or  all.  It 
does  not  matter  how  it  is  done,  whether  by  repetition, 
or  by  numerals,  or  by  terminations  of  the  singular 
and  plural ;  but  it  must  be  done  in  some  way,  before 
we  can  call  our  utterance  language. 

The  same  applies  to  all  categories.  If  Aristotle 
says  that  we  must  employ,  first  of  all,  the  category  of 
ova-la,  I  say,  we  cannot  think  without  substantives. 
If  Aristotle  says  that  we  must  employ  the  other  cate- 
gories [Seurepai  KaTfjyopiat)^  I  say  we  cannot  think 
without  adjectives,  numerals,  relative  words,  adverbs, 
and  verbs,  in  their  various  applications.  I  appeal  to 
facts,  and  for  the  purpose  of  proof,  facts  have  their 
value,  though,  on  the  other  hand,  theory  may  be  said 
to  be  more  instructive  than  mere  facts. 

By  applying  the  ten  categories  to  the  conceptual 
roots,  or  by  predicating  roots  in  ten  diflfer-    Roots  used 
ent  ways,  we  gain  the  whole  wealth  of  c»tegoricaUy. 
language.     Whether  with  or  without  outward  dis- 
tinctions we  gain — 
(i)  Substantives,   e.  g.  from  DHt,   to  meditate, 
Sk.  dhl-s,  meditating,  place  of  meditation, 
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prayer   (instrument),   praying   (act),   prayer 
(result). 
From  DA,  to  give,  Sk.  -d&,  or  d4-tar,  giver, 
dgl-nam,  gift,  etc, 

(2)  Adjectives. 

(a)  quantitative,  from  DAK,  to  show,  daaan, 
ten. 

(b)  qualitative,  from  fifUBH,  to  shine,  «ubh-ra, 
bright. 

(c)  relative,  from  MAwH,  to  be  great,  major, 
greater. 

(3)  Adverbs  and  cases. 

(a)  local,  from  YIS,  to  enter,  vis-i,  in  the  vil- 
lage ;  from  i,  this,  i-bi,  here. 

(b)  temporal,  from  DIV,  to  shine,  div-&,  by 
day. 

(4)  Verbs. 

(a)  situs,  from  STA,  to  stand,  ea-r^jv^  I  stood. 

A 

(b)  habitus,  from  DA,  to  bind,  vTroSiSerai,  he 
is  shod. 

(c)  actio,  from  TAM,  to  cut,  riixvet^  he  cuts. 

(d)  passio,  from  TAM,  to  cut,  refiverai^  he  is 
cut. 

It  should  not  be  supposed  that  there  is  anything 
mysterious  in  the  application  of  the  ten  categories  to 
the  roots.  The  origin  of  roots  we  have  explained  in 
the  most  simple  and  natural  manner.  Their  modifi- 
cation by  means  of  the  categories  is  equally  natural 
and  simple.  What  we  call  categories  are  the  only 
possible  ways  in  which  we  can  use  our  roots.  They 
are  necessities,  they  are,  if  you  like,  pure  reason,  and 
to  reasonable  beings  they  are  not  the  most  mysterious, 
but  the  most  reasonable  of  all  things.  What  could  I 
do  with  the  root  Dig,  if  not  to  say  that  I  dig  1     In 


FORMATION   OF  WORDS.  479 

doing  this  I  use  not  one,  but  several  categories.  In 
the  language  of  logicians  I  use  the  seventh  category 
of  Kcta-dai  (I  am  in  a  state  of  digging),  and  I  use  at 
the  same  time  the  first  category  of  ovcrla  (I,  the 
agent),  and  the  second  category  of  iroarov  (I,  as  one, 
not  as  many).  That  sounds  very  learned,  but  it 
means  no  more  than  that  I  predicate  digging  of  my- 
self, and  that  I  am  one,  not  many.  As  soon  as  I  add 
an  object,  as  soon  as  I  say  I  dig  a  field,  I  employ  the 
ninth  category  of  iroietv,  while,  if  I  am  being  dug 
into,  or,  it  may  be,  wounded  by  a  spade,  I  naturally 
intend  the  tenth  category  of  Tracrxeiv,  in  whatever  way 
it  may  be  expressed  in  different  languages. 

It  stands  to  reason  that  not  every  root  can  lend 
itself  to  all  categories.  We  could  predicate  the 
root  Dig  in  the  third  category,  to  iroiovy  if  we  had 
to  declare  that  a  certain  tree  was  dug  up  or  dug  out, 
that  is,  hollowed  out  so  as  to  be  fit  for  a  boat.  But 
it  would  be  difficult  to  use  this  root  in  the  fourth 
category,  wpo^  t«,  or  in  the  second,  to  iroarovy  unless 
it  had  first  passed  through  the  first  category  of 
ova-la.  The  same  applies  to  the  fifth  and  sixth 
categories,  the  iroS  and  tot/,  though  such  expressions 
as  *  in  the  place  of  digging/  or  '  at  the  time  of 
digging,'  might  be  formed  directly  from  the  root, 
provided  that  the  root  had  first  been  raised  to  the 
dignity  of  a  substantive  or  received  the  baptism  of 
the  first  category. 

Even  this  first  product  of  multiplication  of  say  a 
thousand  roots  with  ten  categories,  would      The  fint 
give  us  ten  thousand  words,  and  for  carry-    o^^tgrowth. 
ing  on  the  ordinary  work  of  a  primitive  society  we 
know  that  one  thousand  words  would  be  ample. 

But  this  is  not  alL     We  must  bear  in  mind  that 
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after  a  root  has  once  been  raised  to  the  dignity  of 
a  word  by  the  application  of  one  category,  and 
generally  by  the  addition  of  a  suffix,  that  word,  by 
the  application  of  other  categories,  may  be  made  to 
produce  a  number  of  new  words. 

A  very  important  class  consists  of  words  formed 
Categories  ^7  applying  the  first  category  to  words  of 
applied  to  the  sccond.  This,  as  we  saw,  gives  us 
names  of  quality,  whiteness  instead  of 
white,  goodness  instead  of  good.  A  quality  may  be 
conceived  as  a  subject,  as  the  subject  of  a  sentence, 
though  it  can  never  become  a  substance,  in  the  ordi- 
nary sense  of  the  word.  It  cannot  be  conceived  to 
exist  by  itself.  It  is  quite  true  that  neither  can  sub- 
stances be  conceived  to  exist  by  themselves  or  with- 
out  attributes.  But  there  remains  the  distinction 
that  attributes  are  predicated  of  substances,  never 
substances  of  attributes.  White  may  be  used  to 
signify  that  which  makes  a  white  thing  white,  but 
it  always  remains  an  attribute  of  something ;  and 
though  we  may  predicate  something  of  it,  namely 
whiteness,  or  even  difierent  shades  of  whiteness,  yet 
the  white,  even  as  a  subject,  can  never  become  what 
we  call  a  substance,  a  something  substantial,  an 
ov.  White  as  an  attribute  is  always  an  abstract 
name,  while  whiteness  may  be  called  an  abstract 
name  of  the  second  degree  ^  If  we  predicate  white 
of  all  white  objects,  we  predicate  whiteness  of  that 
which  is  supposed  to  make  them  white,  i,  e.  of  the 
light  and  colour  peculiar  to  them.     We  may  again 


^  Schopenhauer,  Werke,  vol.  ii.  p.  49,  compares  terms  such  as 
man,  horse,  to  the  ground-floor;  terms  such  as  virtue,  relation, 
to  the  first-floor  of  the  house  we  live  in. 
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predicate  of  whiteness,  for  instance,  that  it  is  plea- 
sant, just  as  we  predicate  of  snow  that  it  is  white  ^ ; 
but  here,  though  whiteness  is  the  subject  of  a 
sentence,  it  has  no  right  to  be  called  a  substance. 
Such  names  admit  of  the  most  varied  application. 
They  begin  as  names  of  qualities,  and  often  end  by 
becoming  powers,  or  even  gods  and  goddesses. 

From  amicus,  friend,  for  instance,  is  formed  ami- 
citia,  the  quality  of  friends,  but  also  the  state  of 
friends,  the  duty  of  friends,  the  sentiments  of  friends, 
lastly,  the  cause  of  that  sentiment,  the  ideal,  the 
goddess. 

From  purus,  pure,  we  have  purity,  the  quality 
and  state  of  being  pure,  the  sentiment,  the  fountain 
of  that  sentiment,  and  again  some  kind  of  ideal  or 
goddess  of  purity. 

Sometimes  by  applying  the  first  category  to  words 
of  the  third  we  get  collective  words.  Thus  while 
juvenis,  young,  as  a  ttoiov,  becomes  ju  vent  us,  the 
quality  of  being  young,  the  plural  of  juvenis  is 
raised  to  a  collective  noun,  and  juventus,  youth, 
comes  to  mean  all  youths,  conceived  as  one  class. 
These  two  words  often  run  together  both  in  form 
and  meaning,  and  show  by  what  process  collective 
words  may  become  abstract  terms*. 

Many  adjectives  are  formed  by  applying  the  second 
category  to  the  first.  Thus  from  equus,  horse,  we 
form  equinus,  possessing  the  qualities  of  a  horse ; 
from  homo,  human  us,  possessing  the  qualities  of 
a  man.  From  this  we  derive,  as  before,  humanitas, 
either  as  a  collective  term,  mankind,  or  as  the 
hypostasis  of  all  that  constitutes  man,  humanity. 

*  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  ii.  p.  205. 
^  See  before,  p.  464. 

II 
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Even  from  a  singular  terra,  such  as  Peleus,  may 
be  formed  an  adjective  Pel  ides,  meaning  originally 
connected  with  or  descended  from  Peleus,  and  this 
may  be  used  either  as  a  singular,  or,  if  applied  to 
many,  as  a  general  term. 

From  Bo  ma  is  formed  Rom  an  us,  originally  an 
adjective,  but  in  course  of  time  changed  into  a  sub- 
stantive. 

The  fourth  category,  of  Trpo9  t«,  can  be  applied  to 
every  adjective,  changing  longus,  for  instance,  into 
longior,  etc. 

Most  nouns  belonging  to  the  first  category  can 
be  used  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  categories,  whether 
through  declension,  or  by  means  of  adverbial  suffixes. 
Thus  from  coelum,  sky,  we  have  coeli,  in  the  sky, 
firom  vesper,  evening,  vespere,  in  the  evening,  to 
which  we  may  add,  coelitus,  from  the  sky,  and 
even  coelum,  towards  the  sky.  All  adverbs  which 
have  now  a  causal  or  modal  meaning  were  originally 
local  and  temporal.  Thus  a-oipm,  wisely,  was  ori- 
ginally 'proceeding  from  what  is  wise,' just  as  hu- 
man it  us,  humanely,  meant  originally  coming  firom 
what  is  human,  like  coelitus,  coming  from  the  sky. 
Aiy/iocr/a,  public e,  was  in  public,  then  publicly;  ISla, 
in  private,  then  without.  Thus  Sirov  means  where 
and  as ;  eirel,  after  and  because ;  quum,  when  and 
because  ;  just  as  in  English  hence  may  mean  be- 
cause, and  then  therefore. 

From  adverbs  also  adjectives  and  substantives  may 
be  formed,  as  in  Sanskrit  from  tatra,  there,  ta- 
tratyas,  he  who  is  there.  Germ,  dortig;  from  ni,  in, 
ni-tyas,  he  who  is  within  S  Germ,  innig. 

*  Vedic  Hymns,  i.  i,  i66,  2,  note. 
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By  applying  the  seventh,  eighth,  ninth,  and  tenth 
categories  to  nouns  or  adjectives,  verbs  can  be  derived 
in  any  quantity.  From  bronze  we  can  form  in  the 
eighth  category  to  bronze,  i.  e.  to  have  assumed  a 
bronze-like  colour  ;  in  the  ninth  category,  to  bronze, 
i  e.  to  produce  such  a  colour ;  in  the  tenth  category, 
to  be  bronzed,  i.e.  to  have  received  the  same  colour. 

Verbs,  as  is  well  known,  are  most  prolific  in  sub- 
stantives as  well  as  adjectives.  There  are  recognised 
forms,  such  as  active  and  passive  participles,  for 
forming  adjectives  and  substantives.  Sapiens,  as 
an  adjective,  is  knowing,  as  a  substantive,  a  sage: 
factum,  as  an  adjective,  is  done,  as  a  substantive, 
a  fact.  Caesum,  as  an  adjective,  is  cut;  as  a  deri- 
vative adjective,  caesius  means  bluish,  the  colour 
of  a  wound  ^ 

The  number  of  words  thus  gained  by  the  simple 
multiplication  of  roots  by  categories  can 
be  still  further  raised  by  composition, 
so  that  few  wants  of  body  or  mind  would  remain 
unprovided  for.  Thus  horse  and  man  would  give 
us  quite  a  new  concept,  namely  horseman,  eques, 
a  rider.  We  get  householder  from  household, 
L  e.  what  is  held  together  as  one  house ;  house- 
keeper, from  house  and  keeper,  a  steward,  i.  e. 
ste-ward,  a  sty-guardian. 

I  shall  only  dwell  here  on  one  class  of  compounds, 
namely  those  formed  by  prepositions. 

By  means  of  prepositions  the  meaning  of  verbs 
can  be  multiplied  in  the  most  surprising: 
way,  and  it  we  consider  that  trom  every 
such    compound   verb  a   number   of   substantives. 


^  See  Hibbert  Lectures,  p.  43. 
I  i  2 


484  EIGHTH   CHAPTER. 

adjectives,  and  adverbs  can  again  be  derived,  there 
seems  to  be  no  limit  to  the  increase  of  the  wealth 
of  language.  Thus,  if  we  take  so  simple  a  root  as 
BHiR,  to  bear,  in  Greek  (pep^  we  get : 

ava-<p€pa>^  I  lift,  I  bear,  I  refer  back  to  some  one ; 
hence,  ava(pop€U9y  wood  placed  across  the  shoulders 
for  carrying  water,  etc. ;  avacpopd,  reference. 

avTi'(p€pwy  I  carry  towards,  and  avri-ipepofjLaiy  I 
measure  myself  against  another. 

airo-ipepwy  I  carry  away;  hence  aTrotpopa,  tribute. 

iia-^ipwy  I  carry  over,  I  spread,  I  delay,  I  am 
away  or  different,  I  excel,  etc. ;    Sia-fpipoixal  tipi,   I 

differ  with  a  person  ;  irXeiairov  Siaipepei  ixol  Tii/oy,  lit. 

very  much  lies  between  me  and  it.  Hence  Statpopa^ 
difference,  quarrel,  advantage;  Sia(j>opo9y  different, 
excellent ;  aStacpopog,  indifferent ;  aSia(l>opiay  indiffer- 
ences. 

6<9-0e/>a>,  I  carry  in,  I  contribute ;  hence  €i<r(l>opa, 
tribute. 

iK'(l>€pio,  I  carry  out, '  I  publish,  I  produce ;  I  bury ; 
hence  eKcpopi,  funeral ;  €K<p6piov,  the  produce  of  the 
soil. 

e/jL-^cpo/jLai,  Tivi,  I  am  like ;  hence  €iJL(p€p49,  like, 
ifK^peia^  likeness. 

€Trt'ip€pu>y  I  add;  hence  hrt(f)opay  addition,  attack, 
syllogism  ;  eirKpoprnjia,  desscrt  after  dinner. 

Kara^ipepw,  I  carry  down ;  hence  Karacpopa^  falling 
down,  blow,  deep  sleep  ;  Karatpopog,  rushing  down; 
Kara(pep49,  sloping,  prone. 

fA€Ta-(pep(Oy  I  carry  somewhere  else ;  hence  fi€Ta(popa, 
metaphor. 

irapa-(f)ep(a,  I  carry  away,  I  pass  by;  hence  irapa- 
<l>opa,  madness. 

irepi'^pw,  I  carry  round,  I  make  known,  I  endure. 
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I  come  round,  I  recover;  hence  ir€pi(l>€p€ia,  peri- 
phery, Tr€piif>opa,  revolution  of  a  wheel,  vault  of 
heaven. 

irpo^pw,  I  bring  towards,  I  bring  in,  I  benefit; 
hence  irpocripopd^  offering,  gift,  food,  income ;  rpoo''- 
<l>opo9,  useful,  zu tragi ich  ;  ra  Trpo<rf^p6fju£va^  food  and 
drink. 

irpQ'(pipw^  I  bring  forth,  I  reproach,  I  further, 
I  excel,  I  grow ;  hence  Trpo(popd,  pronunciation, 
utterance,  reproach;  Trpof^epn^^  excellent,  advanced 
in  years. 

(rvfji-ipipw^  I  bring  together,  I  add,  I  help ;  I  bear  in 
common  with ;  hence  avimipopo^,  useful ;  <TVfi(j)opdj  ac- 
cident, misfortune ;  <ruiJL(p€p6fi€vay  events. 

vTr€p-(f}€p(ay  I  carry  beyond,  I  excel ;  hence  vTrep^ 
^p^i  excellent. 

uiro-cpepco,  I  support,  I  reproach,  I  bring  down ; 
hence  inroipopa,  carrying  off,  purging,  drain,  excuse. 

This  is  but  one  root  out  of  many,  nor  have  I  given 
by  any  means  the  whole  mass  of  words  that  can  be 
traced  back  to  it.  But  this  one  case  will  suffice  to 
show  with  what  small  means  language  has  contrived 
to  produce  all  that  is  wanted  to  comprehend  the 
whole  universe  of  thought,  and  how  much  simpli- 
city there  is  behind  the  apparent  complexity  of  our 
vocabulary. 

More  important,  however,  than  any  of  the  con- 
trivances for  the  increase  of  words  which 
we  have  hitherto  examined  is  the  in- 
fluence of  what  commonly  goes  by  the  name  of 
Metaphor.  Metaphor,  in  our  sense  of  the  word,  is 
to  language  what  rain  and  sunshine  are  to  the 
harvest  It  multiplies  each  grain  a  hundred  and 
a  thousand-fold.     We  must  therefore  try  to  under- 
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stand  clearly  what  we  really  mean  by  this  ancient 
classical  term. 

I  have  treated  of  Metaphor  very  fully  in  my 
Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language  (vol.  ii.  Lecture 
8),  but  with  more  special  reference  to  its  influence 
on  Mytholoffv.  I  shall  therefore  confine  myself  here 
to  some  general  remarks  on  the  place  which  meta- 
phor holds,  among  other  processes,  in  the  creation 
and  formation  of  our  words  and  thoughts. 

Metaphor  represents  a  whole  stage  of  thought 
through  which  every  language  must  pass,  though  its 
power  and  influence  cannot  be  confined  within 
strictly  chronological  limits,  but  will  assert  them- 
selves again  and  again,  when  favourable  circum- 
stances arise. 

When  treating  of  Metaphor  in  my  Lectures  on 
the  Science  of  Language,  I  endeavoured  to  establish 
a  distinction  between  two  classes  of  metaphors, which 
I  called  radical  and  poetical.  I  meant  by  a  radical 
metaphor  the  transference  of  one  and  the  same  root 
to  difierent  objects,  as  when  in  Sanskrit  both  the 
sun  and  a  hymn  of  praise  are  caUed  arkd,  from  a 
root  MKy  to  shine,  the  one  in  the  sense  of  what 
shines,  the  other  in  the  sense  of  what  makes  shine, 
or  what  blazes  forth  the  glory  of  a  god.  When  from 
the  root  ViR,  to  cover,  the  Hindus  derived  Var-una 
(Oi5/)a»'09),  the  covering  sky  and  the  god  of  the  sky, 
and  likewise  Vri-tra  ("OpOpo^),  the  covering  dark- 
ness, the  cloud,  the  enemy  of  the  bright  gods ;  when 
from  a  root  PR  A,  meaning  originally  to  bloi*,  to  let 
forth,  was  derived  Trpi/o-Ti/p,  a  storm,  but  also  -r/aijdw, 
to  bum ;  or  from  a  root  AN,  to  blow,  the  Sanskrit 
anala,  fire,  and  anila,  wind:  all  this  was  what 
I  meant   by  radical  metaphor.     Perhaps  the   name 
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was  not  well  choeen,  because  it  is  rather  a  process  of 
diaphora,  of  canying  the  root  with  its  coucept  to 
this  and  that  object,  than  a  metaphora,  or  trans* 
ference  from  one  object  to  another;  yet,  for  prac- 
tical purposes,  metaphora,  applied  in  this  sense, 
can  hardly  be  misunderstood,  and,  as  guarded  by  a 
proper  definition,  it  might  well  be  kept 

But  at  all  events  this  process  is  different,  and 
ought  to  be  distinguished  from  another,  namely,  the 
transference  of  ready-made  words  from  one  well- 
known  object  to  another  equally  well-known  object, 
as  when  poets  call  the  rays  of  the  sun  arrows,  large 
waves  white  horses  (cavalli),  small  waves  mo u tons, 
Italian  pecorelle,  or  when,  as  in  French,  the  sky 
covered  with  thin  white  clouds  is  called  ciel  mou- 
tonn^  and  Virgil  says  Lanae  vellera  per  coelum 
feruntur.  Such  metaphors  1  wished  to  distinguish 
as  poetical^  and  for  a  proper  study  of  comparative 
mythology  the  distinction  seems  to  me  of  consider- 
able importance. 

Dr.  Brinkmann,  in  a  work  of  great  learning  and 
research,  entirely  devoted  to  the  subject  of  meta- 
phor \  has  found  fault  with  this  division ;  but,  so  far 
as  I  can  judge,  from  a  misapprehension  of  the  mean- 
ing which  I  attached  to  these  names  of  radical  and 
poetical  metaphor.  He  says  (p.  43)  that  I  ought  to 
have  divided  all  metaphors  into  radical  and  non- 
radical, and  into  poetical  and  prosaic.  This  dicho- 
tomous  process  may  be  right  from  a  logical  point  of 
view,  but  it  would  hardly  have  answered  my  pur- 
pose.  I  did  not  take  poetical  in  the  sense  of  metrical, 


^  Die  Meiaphern,  Studien  iiber  den  Geist  der  modemen  Sprachen, 
1.  Buch,  Die  Thierbilder  der  Sprache,  Bonn,  1878. 
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and  therefore  could  not  have  used  prosaic  as  the 
complement  of  poetical.  My  object  was  an  historical 
division,  and  if  I  had  cared  for  apparent  logical 
accuracy  rather  than  for  clearness  of  expression,  I 
might  have  divided  metaphors  into  radical  and 
verbal.  By  radical  metaphors,  as  I  explained,  I 
mean  those  which  determined  the  application  of 
certain  roots  to  objects  apparently  so  different  as 
sun  and  hymn  of  praise,  wind  and  fire,  etc.  The 
metaphor  in  this  case  affected  the  root ;  and  it  was 
not  only  diflScult,  but  impossible,  to  say  in  each  case 
whether  roots,  after  having  attained  a  general  mean- 
ing, had  been  specialised,  or  whether  a  root  of  special 
meaning  had  been  generalised,  while  being  applied 
to  the  expression  of  various  concepts.  If,  instead  of 
calling  all  the  remaining  metaphois  verbal,  I  pre- 
ferred to  call  them  poetical,  it  was  partly  because 
verbal  is  now  chiefly  used  in  opposition  to  nominal, 
partly  because  I  wanted  to  imply  that  these  meta- 
phors constituted  pre-eminently  the  innate  poetry  of 
language.  These  metaphors,  the  unconscious  poetiy 
of  language,  were  originally  as  much  an  act  of 
poetical  genius  performed  by  a  forgotten  poet  as  was 
any  metaphorical  expression  of  Shakspeare  or  Goethe. 
But  from  our  point  of  view  there  is  a  difference,  and 
a  very  important  difference,  between  a  metaphor  that 
has  been  so  completely  absorbed  into  the  blood  of  a 
language  as  no  longer  to  be  felt  as  a  metaphor,  and 
others  which  we  use  with  a  conscious  feeling  that 
they  are  our  own  work  or  the  work  of  some  one  else, 
and  that  they  require  a  kind  of  excuse,  or  even 
an  interpretation.  Aristotle  (Poet,  c  21)  calls  such 
metaphors  artificial  (Trexouy/xeVa),  as  when  some  poets 
call  the  horns  *  small  branches '  (epwyci!)^  or  a  priest 
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'one  who  prays'  {apfrrrjp).  It  is  the  same  term 
which  he  uses  of  artificial  words,  which  we  call 
ODomatopoeic. 

I  confined  my  observations  chiefly  to  a  considera- 
tion of  metaphors  which  have  become  part  and  parcel 
of  a  language,  what  Dr,  Brinkmann  would  call  in- 
carnate metaphors,  such  as  when  the  central  spot  of 
the  eye  is  called  the  pupil,  the  little  girl,  in  Spanish, 
la  nina  de  los  ojos ;  or  when  a  machine  for  batter- 
ing is  called  a  battering-ram  (aries) ;  or  another  for 
lifting  is  called  a  crane.  Such  metaphors  are  very 
numerous.  Thus  the  name  of  donkey,  in  German, 
Esel,  is  used  in  English  as  the  name  of  a  support 
for  pictures  (easel).  In  Spanish  la  borrica  del  hato, 
*the  she-donkey  of  a  bundle  of  clothes,'  is  used  to 
signify  a  shepherd's  wallet.  In  Greek  donkey  (01/09) 
is  used  for  windlass,  the  upper  millstone,  and  a  dis- 
taff. When  the  Aryans  had  discovered  that  the 
soil,  after  having  been  raked  up,  proved  more  fertile, 
and  when  they  had  contrived  some  crude  kind  of 
plough,  the  essential  part  of  which  consisted  in  a 
piece  of  wood,  stone,  or  metal  that  tore  open  the  soil, 
how  were  they  to  call  it  ?  Such  words  as  the  San- 
skrit go-darana,  earth-cleaver,  are  late.  Ancient 
languages  were  shorter  and  less  analytical.  Having 
watched  the  propensity  of  pigs  to  scratch  the  soil 
with  their  noses,  some  of  the  Aryans  called  the 
plough  the  pig,  the  ploughshare  the  pig's  snout. 
Thus  P&nini  tells  us  (iii,  2, 182)  that  potram  in  San- 
skrit meant  both  a  pig  and  a  plough ;  Hal&yudha  states 
that  protham  is  the  name  of  the  snouts  both  of  the 
plough  and  of  a  pig.  Plutarch  goes  a  step  further, 
and  asserts  that  the  first  idea  of  a  plough  came  from 
watching  the  pig   burrowing,   and   that  hence  the 
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ploughshare  was  called  Svt^.  The  French  soc  also,  the 
sock  or  share,  has  been  identified  with  the  Cymric 
hwch,  the  Cornish  hoch,  meaning  pig,  snout,  and 
plough  \  It  is  curious  that  the  Latin  porca,  a  ridge 
between  two  furrows,  is  derived  from  pore  us;  and 
that  the  German  Furche  (furicha),  furrow,  is 
connected  with  farah,  boar.  In  Sanskrit  we  find 
vrika,  the  name  for  wolf,  used  in  the  sense  of 
plough ;  but  this  may  be  due  to  a  radical  metaphor, 
vrika  being  derived  from  vra8^,  to  tear. 

In  many  languages  the  living  principle  within  us 
is  called  spirit  (breath) ;  to  die  is  expressed  by  to 
wither,  to  scheme  by  to  spin,  a  doubt  by  a  knot, 
kind  by  warm,  unkind  by  cold,  etc. 

All  this  I  call  poetical  metaphor,  and  it  in- 
terested me  as  being  a  most  important  element  in 
the  growth  of  language  and  mythology.  What  we 
generally  call  metaphors,  and  what  Dr.  Brinkmann 
is  chiefly  concerned  with,  are  no  doubt  poetical  too, 
and  perhaps,  if  poetical  means  what  is  done  by 
professed  poets,  even  more  truly  poetical  than  what 
I  call  so.  But  they  belong  to  a  later  stratum  of 
language  and  thought.  If  I  call  a  man  a  lion,  in 
the  sense  of  dandy;  or  a  dog,  in  the  sense  of  a 
wretch,  these  are  incarnate  metaphors,  and  their 
study  belongs  to  the  science  of  language.  But  if 
I  say  *he  was  hke  a  lion  in  fight,'  or  'he  was  a 
lion  in  fight,'  if  I  call  him  *  Coeur  de  lion,'  these 
are  individual  metaphors,  and  their  study  belongs 
to  rhetoric.  It  may  sometimes  be  difficult  to  draw 
a  sharp  Hne  between  the  two,  but  that  is  due  to 
the  very  nature  of  metaphors.     Though  all  originally 

*  O.  Schrader,  Sprachvergleichung,  p.  365. 
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the  work  of  individuals,  their  acceptance  and  popu- 
larity depend  on  the  taste  of  others ;  and  it  is  often, 
therefore,  a  mere  question  of  time  whether  they 
become  incorporated  in  the  spoken  language  or 
remain  outside.  Frequently  a  modem  poet  does 
but  revive  the  latent  metaphors  of  language,  or 
furbish  them  up  till  they  show  once  more  their 
original  intentions.  If  we  say  *  to  plough  the  sea,' 
in  French,  sillonner  la  mer,  in  Italian,  solcare  il 
mare,  in  Spanish,  arar  la  mar,  in  Latin,  perarare 
aquas,  sulcare  vada  carina,  we  only  repeat  the 
old  radical  metaphor  which  gave  to  the  root  AR 
the  meanings  of  stirring,  ploughing,  and  rowing  \ 
Frequently  a  modem  metaphor  fades  and  hardens 
so  quickly  that  we  forget  that  it  ever  was  a  meta- 
phor. Who  thinks  of  a  steel-pen  as  a  feather, 
or  of  shares,  when  they  rise  and  fall,  as  portions 
of  capital  ?  Yet  these  are  metaphors  of  very  modern 
date. 

But  though  for  the  purposes  which  I  had  chiefly 
in  view  when  treating  of  the  origin  of  mythology, 
the  division  of  metaphors  into  radical  and  poetical, 
as  explained  by  myself,  seemed  most  conve- 
nient, a  more  detailed  classification  of  metaphors 
may  be  useful  for  studying  some  deeper  and  wider 
strata  in  the  growth  of  human  thought  and  lan- 
guage. 

The  oldest  division  of  metaphors  dates  from  the 
time  of  Aristotle. 

He  (Poetica,  cap.  21)  takes  iieraipopa  in  a  very 
wide  sense,  calling  by  that  name  every  transference 
of  a  word,   1st,  from  the  genus  to  the  species,  as 

^  Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  vol.  i.  p.  296. 
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if  we  say,  '  to  stand '  of  a  ship,  instead  of  *  being 
at  anchor;'  2nd,  from  the  species  to  the  genus,  if 
we  say  a  '  thousand,'  instead  of  *  many ; '  3rd,    from 
one  species  to  another  species,  if  we  say  x«^«c^  o'^o 
ylfuxh^  apvcra^,  *with  the  weapon  lifting  the  soul  as 
water  with  a  pitcher  from  the  well,'  or  refxwv  a-reipei 
XaXiry,  'cutting  with   the   unyielding  weapon,'    for 
in  both  cases  the  special  apvctv  and  refivetv  are  used 
in  the  sense  of  taking  away;   and  .4th,  according 
to   analogy.      Aristotle   gives  here  as   an  instance 
'the  goblet  of  Ares:'  and  he  adds,  'as  the  goblet 
stands  to  Dionysos  in  the  same  relation  as  the  shield 
to  Ares,  the  former  is  used  for  the  latter/    Another 
instance  is,  if  we  call  the  evening  the  old  age  of 
the  day,  or  old  age  the  evening  of  life.      It  was 
this  last  transference,  however,  that,  'according  to 
analogy,'  which  in  later  times  monopolised  the  name 
of  metaphora, — Berkeley  (vol.  i.  p.  390)  uses  analogy 
as  synonymous  with  metaphor, — while  tropus  was 
used  in  the  more  general  sense  which  Aristotle  had 
assigned  to  metaphora.     Thus  Quintilian  (Instit. 
Orat.  viii.  6),  rendering  metaphora  by  translatio, 
explains   it  by  brevior  similitude,  an  abridged 
comparison;    and  this   has  remained   for  centuries 
the   recognised  definition  of  the  term.      By  si  mi- 
ll tudo  Quintilian  means  such  expressions  as  when 
we  say  that  a  man  acted  like  a  lion,  by  metaphora 
when  we  say  more  briefly  the  man  is  a  lion.      In 
addition  to  these  he  admits  two  other  kinds  of  trope, 
viz.  the  synecdoche  and  metonymy.     When  we 
are  meant  to  understand  the  many  from  the  one, 
the  whole  from  the  part,  the  genus  from  the  species, 
the  result  from  the  antecedents,  and  vice  versA, 
that  with  him  is  synecdoche;  when  we  put  one 
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name  for  another,  such  as  Homer  for  Homer  s  poems, 
that  is  metonymy. 

This  '  classification   has  answered  its  object  very 
well,    particularly   as    it  was    intended    chiefly   for 
rhetorical   purposes.      But  as   we  acquire  a    fuller 
understanding  of  certain  processes  of  the  mind  and 
language,  it  often  happens  that  the  old  classifications 
and  the  old  technical  terms  prove  inadequate,  and 
that  we  have  nevertheless  to  retain  them,  though 
in  a  modified  sense.     Thus  the  name  of  metaphor 
is  certainly  objectionable,  except  when  we  restrict 
it  to  individual  poetical  metaphors,  because  it  seems 
to  imply  a  conscious  transference  of  a  name  from 
one  object  to  another,  both  previously  known,  both 
previously  named.      Such   transference  takes  place 
hoth  in  modem  and  ancient  writers,  as  when,  for 
instance.  Gibbon  says,   *  Some  seeds  of  knowledge 
might  be  cast  upon  a  fruitful  soil!'      Such  a  me- 
taphor is  poetical  and  intentional.     This  is  already 
less   so   in   a  passage   quoted   by  Aristotle   in   his 
Poetica  (cap.   21),  when   the   sun  is  spoken   of  as 
<nr€ipwv  deoKTiarav  <f>\6ya,  '  sowing  the  divine  light ! ' 
For,  as  Aristotle  hints  himself,  the  metaphor  here 
is  not  quite  involuntary,  because  the  Greek  language 
had  no  separate  verb  to  express  the  act  of  strewing 
or  scattering  the  light,  and  nothing  remained  but  to 

use  cnrelpeiv,  to  SOW. 

This  is  a  very  important  remark,  and  a  closer 
examination  of  ancient  metaphors  teaches  us  that 
poverty  of  language  was  a  very  important,  nay,  the 
most  important  element  in  their  formation.  Lan- 
guage had  need  of  metaphors,  had  in  fact  to  borrow, 
because  it  was  too  poor,  or,  as  Cicero  says  (De  Orat. 
iii.    38-39),   'hae   translationes    quasi    mutua- 
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tiones  sunt,  cum  quod  non  habeas,  aliunde 
sum  as/  He  distinguishes  these  metaphors  from 
others,  which  he  calls  *paulo  audaciores,  quae 
non  inopiam  indicant,  sed  orationi  splendoris 
aliquid  arcessunt.* 

When  there  was  no  word  to  express  a  nascent 
idea,  what  could  be  done  but  to  take  the  next  best  ? 
Man  was  driven  to  speak  metaphorically,  whether 
he  liked  it  or  not.  It  was  not  because  he  could 
not  restrain  his  poetical  imagination,  but  rather 
because  he  had  to  strain  it  to  the  very  utmost, 
in  order  to  find  expression  for  the  ever-increasing 
wants  of  his  mind.  Suppose  man  had  advanced 
as  far  as  platting  or  weaving;  it  would  be  very 
natural  that,  after  setting  lines  to  catch  birds,  he 
should,  when  he  had  to  describe  his  day's  work, 
be  reminded  of  the  words  for  platting  or  weaving. 
Weaving  would  thus  take  the  sense  of  putting  snares, 
and  when  a  new  word  was  wanted  for  setting  snares — 
that  is,  for  tricking,  cheating,  luring,  inveigling  a 
person  by  false  words— nothing,  again,  would  have 
been  more  natural  than  to  take  a  word  of  a  similar 
import,  and  to  use,  for  instance,  u<f>atv€tv,  to  weave, 
in  the  sense  of  plotting. .  Thus  Homer  says,  -ttvkivov 
SoXov  i<paiv€iv,  finriv  v<^aiv€iVy  etc.,  i.  e.  to  weave  a  plot. 
This  metaphor  spread  very  widely,  and  we  may 
discover  it  likewise  in  Sk.  vd,rpas,  a  scheme,  as 
compared  with  Lith.  werpti,  to  spin,  in  French 
trame,  from  Lat.  trama,  weft,  and  even  in  our  own 
word  subtle,  Lat.  subtilis,  which  comes  from  sub- 
texere,  to  weave  beneath,  like  t61a  for  texla. 

Metaphor,  therefore,  ought  no  longer  to  be  under- 
stood as  simply  the  premeditated  act  of  a  poet, 
as  a  conscio\i8  transference  of  a  word  from  one  object 
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to  another.  This  is  modem,  fanciful,  individual 
metaphor,  while  the  old  metaphor  was  much  more 
frequently  a  matter  of  necessity,  and  in  most  cases 
not  so  much  the  transference  of  a  word  from  one 
concept  to  another,  as  the  creation  or  determination 
of  a  new  concept  by  means  of  an  old  name.  A  poet 
who  transfers  the  name  of  tear  to  the  dew  has 
already  clear  names  and  concepts  both  for  tear  and 
dew.  But  the  old  framers  of  language  who  for  the 
first  time  used  *  to  weave '  in  the  sense  of  plotting 
had  before  this  neither  concept  nor  name  for  plot- 
ting; they  created  or  fixed  the  new  concept  and 
widened  the  old  name  at  one  and  the  same  time. 

But  though  it  would  be  more  correct  to  call 
ancient  metaphors  transformations  or  transitions 
rather  than  transferences,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
retain  the  old  technical  term,  only  guarding  against 
its  etymological  meaning  being  taken  for  its  real 
definition.  After  these  preliminary  remarks,  a 
classification  of  ancient  metaphors  will  become  less 
diflScult. 

There  is  first  of  all  a  whole  class  of  metaphors, 
which  I  discussed  before,  and  which,  as  I 
tried  to  show,  anse  from  a  deep  necessity    Mouphor. 
of  thought.    Of  these  I  have  often  spoken, 
and  need  not  dwell  on  them  now,  particularly  as 
they  have  lately  been  discussed  with  great  philo- 
sophical insight  by  Professor  Noir^  in  his  Logos, 
pp.   258   seq.      There   was    really  no  way  of  con- 
ceiving or  naming  anything  objective  except  after 
the  similitude   of  the   subjective,   or  of  ourselves. 
Not  only  animals  must  be  conceived  as  acting  like 
ourselves,  as  pointing,  retrieving,  rejoicing,  grieving, 
willing,  or  resisting,  but  all  inanimate  objects  had 
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to  be  interpreted  in  the  same  way.  The  sun  rises 
and  sets,  the  moon  grows  and  wanes,  the  clouds  fly, 
the  river  runs,  the  mountains  stand,  the  trees  die, 
the  sea  smiles.  Homer  calls  even  a  lance  furious 
(^fiatfjiwaxra),  and  a  stone  shameless  (avatSii^).  This 
fundamental  metaphor,  however,  dates  back  so  far 
in  the  growth  of  our  thoughts  and  words  that  it 
is  hardly  ever  felt  as  a  metaphor.  It  is  at  the  root 
of  all  mythology,  and  had  been  perceived  as  such  long 
ago,  before  the  science  of  comparative  mythology  was 
even  dreamt  of.  Thus  Reid  ^  wrote : — *  Our  first 
thoughts  seem  to  be  that  the  objects  in  which  we 
perceive  motion  have  understanding  and  power  as 
we  have.  "  Savages,"  says  the  Abb6  Raynal,  "  where- 
ever  they  see  motion  which  they  cannot  account  for, 
there  they  suppose  a  soul."  All  men  may  be  con- 
sidered as  savages  in  this  respect,  until  they  are 
capable  of  instruction  and  using  their  faculties  in 
a  more  perfect  manner  than  savages  do.  The  Abbd 
Eaynal's  observation  is  sufficiently  confirmed  both 
from  fact  and  from  the  structure  of  all  languages. 
Euder  nations  do  reaQy  believe  sun,  moon,  and  stars, 
earth,  sea,  and  air,  fountains  and  lakes,  to  have 
understanding  and  active  power.  To  pay  homage 
to  them,  and  implore  their  favour,  is  a  kind  of 
idolatry  natural  to  savages.  All  languages  carry 
in  their  structure  the  marks  of  their  being  formed 
when  this  belief  prevailed.*  With  certain  limitations 
this  is  quite  true,  but  mythology  is  but  one  out 
of  many  manifestations  in  which  that  fundamental 
metaphor  shows  itself 


^  Essays  on  the  Active  Powers,  Essay  iv,  c.  3,  as  quoted  by 
Mill,  Logic,  iii.  5,  2. 
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There  is  a  second  class  of  metaphors,  arising,  it 
would  seem,  from  an  imperfection  of  Grammatical 
grammar  rather  than  from  any  necessity  Metaphor, 
of  thought,  though  on  closer  examination  we  should 
probably  find  that  here,  too,  language  and  thought 
are  inseparable.  The  fact  is  that  certain  derivative 
suflfixes  have  more  than  one  meaning;  but  this  is 
due  in  the  beginning  to  an  ambiguity  both  of  thought 
and  expression,  while  afterwards  this  ambiguity, 
which  was  at  first  intended,  became  traditional  and 
purely  formal.  Thus  we  find  that  in  many  lan- 
guages agent  and  instrument  are  expressed  by  the 
same  word,  possibly  because  at  first  the  instrument 
was  conceived  as  a  kind  of  agent,  afterwards,  how- 
ever, from  a  mere  habit.  A  borer  may  mean  a 
man  who  bores  or  the  instrument  which  bores.  In 
Greek  aopr^p,  lifter,  applied  to  the  horses  which 
were  not  yoked  to  the  carriage,  was  also  applied  to 
a  strap ;  Kpanip,  originally  a  mixer,  was  used  for  a 
mixing  vessel,  became  afterwards  the  name  of  any 
cup-shaped  hollow,  and  lastly  the  name  of  the 
crater  of  a  volcano.  'EvStmip  was  used  as  the  name 
of  a  garment  ('7reVXo9)  to  be  put  on,  just  as  we  say 
in  German  ein  Uberzieher,  a  great-coat. 

Act  and  result  are  constantly  expressed  by  the 
same  word,  as  we  saw  in  perception  and  intui- 
tion; when  used  in  the  sense  of  what  is  perceived 
and  seen.  This  has  often  become  a  mere  matter  oT 
idiom,  as  when  we  now  use  relations  for  relatives, 
action  for  act,  nationalities  for  peoples,  even 
essences  for  extracts,  entities  for  beings,  nay, 
real  existences  for  subjects  \     Substantia,  sub- 

^  Mill,  Logic,  i.  3,  2 ;  i.  4,  I. 
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stance,  originally  the  most  abstract  of  abstract  terms, 
has  now  become  apparently  so  concrete  that  Dr. 
Whewell  thought  we  ought  not  to  speak  of  impon- 
derable substances,  but  of  imponderable  agencies ^ 

Sometimes  the  name  of  the  instrument  is  used 
where  the  act  is  implied,  as  when  we  say  brain,  or 
^/oei/ey,  midrif,  for  thinking,  heart  for  feeling. 
Sometimes  the  name  of  the  instrument  is  made  to 
convey  the  effect  produced  by  it,  as  when  the  Greek 
word  x^pafCT^p,  an  instrument  for  graving,  is  used 
for  the  mark  produced  by  it,  then  for  any  mark, 
and  lastly  for  the  peculiar  nature  or  character  of 
a  man. 

The  name  of  the  place  sometimes  expresses  the 
agents  located  in  such  places,  as  when  we  speak  of 
the  Court  migrating,  or  the  Porte  issuing  a  firman, 
of  Oxford  presenting  a  petition,  or  of  the  Church 
holding  a  Council. 

This  subject  has  been  most  carefully  worked  out 
by  Hindu  grammarians  when  treating  of  the  mean- 
ing of  suffixes  (verbal  and  nominal),  and  on  the 
various  meanings  which  they  impart  to  roots.  It 
may  be  doubted  whether  these  cases  fall  properly 
under  the  head  of  metaphor,  but  if  they  do,  they 
have  clearly  become  involuntary  transitions  of  con- 
ception, facilitated  by  the  ambiguities  of  suffixes 
rather  than  by  any  poetical  effi)rt,  in  the  usual  sense 
of  the  word. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  what  is 
most  commonly  called  metaphor.  I  explained  this 
process  formerly  ^  as  '  a  transference  of  a  name  from 

*  Whewell,  Philosophy  of  Discovery,  p.  331 ;   Mill,  Logic,  iii. 
14,  6. 

Lectures  on  the  Science  of  Language,  ii.  p.  385. 
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the  object  to  which  it  properly  belongs  to  other  objects 
which  strike  the  mind  as  in  some  way  or  Meuphw  m 
other  participating  in  the  peculiarities  of  ***«  ^*«^*  ^ 
the  first  object/     This  definition  has  been    andAbrtn^- 
accepted  by  Dr.  Brinkmann  and  others,        *^^^ 
but  a  repeated  consideration   of  the  subject    has 
led  me   to   take   a    different   view   of  the   mental 
process  which    produced   metaphor   in  the   earliest 
stages  of  language  and  thought. 

If  the  ruler  of  a  country  was  called  a  gubernator, 
it  was  not,  I  believe,  by  a  straight  transference 
of  the  concept  of  steersman  to  that  of  a  ruler  of 
a  state.  That  may  be  the  process  by  which  a  poet 
speaks  of  a  king  as  a  steersman  standing  at  the  helm 
of  a  vessel  tossed  by  storms.  But  a  simpler  process 
is  that  by  which  the  mind,  after  having  formed  such 
a  word  as  gubernator,  steersman,  drops  one  after 
another  the  minute  points  which  constitute  its  in- 
tension or  comprehension,  and  thereby  retains  only 
the  more  general  concept  of  a  ruler.  That  process 
is  not  necessarily  conscious.  It  is  not  aphaeresis, 
or  abstraction,  in  the  usual  sense  of  that  word.  No 
one  at  least,  I  believe,  has  ever  caught  himself  in 
that  process  of  plucking  the  feathers  out  of  his  con- 
cepts. It  is  rather  an  apopt6sis,  a  falling  off,  a 
moulting,  or,  as  Hobbes  would  have  called  it  \  a 
decay  of  sense,  which  leaves  behind  more  and  more 
vague,  more  and  more  abstract,  more  and  more 
general  ideas. 

When  that  process  had  taken  place,  when  guber- 
nator in  the  language  of  sailors   and  others  had 


^  Hume,  Treatise  on  Human  Nature,  ed.  Green  and  Groee,  vol.  i. 
p.  183. 
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dwindled  down  to  a  mere  director,  no  actual  trans- 
ference was  necessary.  Gubernator  had  been  so 
far  emptied  of  its  original  contents,  its  intension  had 
shrivelled  up  so  much,  that  it  was  naturally  applicable 
to  ever  so  many  persons,  provided  they  acted  a  lead- 
ing part  in  the  management  of  any  afeirs. 

If  we  speak  of  the  moons  of  Jupiter,  moon  is  no 
longer  om:  measurer  of  time,  but  it  has  faded  into 
a  mere  satellite,  a  companion  of  a  planet.  It  has 
become  a  very  general  name,  and,  as  such,  it  proved 
applicable  to  the  satellites  of  Jupiter  or  of  any  other 
planet.  ^        ;- 

A  foot  had  originally  a  very  full  intention.  It 
meant  the  member  of  a  living  body,  made  of  flesh 
and  bone  and  muscle,  with  five  toes,  and  used  for 
locomotion.  It  was  meant  for  a  human  foot,  and 
implied  very  soon  a  certain  length.  But  many  of 
its  attributes  not  being  attended  to,  foot  became 
applicable  to  the  locomotive  organs  of  other  animals, 
of  quadrupeds,  insects,  birds,  till  at  last  it  lost  even 
the  attribute  of  locomotion,  retaining  only  the  mean- 
ing of  what  we  stand  on,  and  thus  was  used  as  the 
foot  of  a  table,  or  the  foot  of  a  mountain,  signifying 
what  is  most  lifeless  and  motionless. 

And  here  again  we  see  very  clearly  how  language 
and  thought  march  hand  in  hand.  It  was  not  that 
man  did  not  know  by  what  is  called  sensuous  know- 
ledge  the  foot  of  a  table,  or  the  foot  of  a  mountain 
before  he  gave  it  a  name.  The  carpenter  who  made 
the  foot  knew  it  as  a  piece  of  wood,  as  a  stick,  as 
properly  shaped,  whether  square  or  round.  But 
until  he  conceived  it  as  something  supporting  the 
top  of  a  table,  as  a  foot  supports  the  body,  he  did 
not  know  it  as  a  foot,  and  it  is  impossible  to  say 
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which  came  first,  concept  or  name,  in  what  must 
have  been  an  almost  simultaneous  process. 

A  poet,  no  doubt,  might  dispense  with  this  slow 
process  of  Aphaeresis  or  Apoptdsis;  he  might 
not  wait  for  the  gradual  dropping  off  of  claws  and 
wings  and  feathers  before  he  called  the  sun  a  golden 
bird.  But  with  the  majority  of  mankind  metaphor 
is  produced  by  the  gradual  fading  of  the  colours  of 
our  percepts,  and  even  by  the  vanishing  of  the  out- 
lines of  their  shadows,  i.  e.  of  our  concepts.  This 
gives  us  abstract,  hence  general  names,  and  these 
general  names,  without  any  metaphorical  effort,  be- 
come applicable  to  a  large  number  of  new  objects, 
and  are  afterwards  called  metaphors. 

How  quickly  language,  even  in  modem  times,  can 
generaUse,  we  see  in  a  number  of  idiomatic  and 
proverbial  expressions  in  which  one  single  case  is 
used  to  convey  wide  inferences  and  very  general 
lessons.  The  Spanish  language  is  particularly  rich 
in  such  proverbs  and  metaphors,  and  they  have  been 
carefully  collected  by  Spanish  scholars.  The  Dictionary 
of  the  Spanish  Academy  (Madrid,  1726-39)  is  well 
known  for  its  wealth  of  metaphorical  expressions, 
most  of  which  are  carefully  and  successfully  ex- 
plained. The  number  of  Spanish  proverbs  is  said 
to  amount  to  no  less  than  twenty-four  thousands 
Instead  of  saying, '  What  service  have  you  rendered 

^  A  very  full  account  of  the  literature  on  SpaDish  proverbs  and 
on  proverbs  in  general  is  to  be  found  in  Dr.  Haller's  great  work, 
'  Altspanische  Sprichworter  aus  den  Zeiten  vor  Cervantes,  ins 
Deutsche  Ubersetzt,  in  Spaniscber  und  Deutscher  Sprache  erortert 
und  verglicben  mit  den  entsprecbenden  der  alten  Qriecben  und 
Romer,  der  Lateiner  der  spatem  Zeiten,  der  sammtlichen.  ger- 
manischen  und  romanischen  Yolker,'  Begensburg,  1883,  2  vols. 
See  also  Brinkmann,  *  Die  Metaphem,'  p.  131. 
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me?'  the  Spaniard  says,  Qu6  hijo  me  has  sacado 
de  pila  1  *  Which  son  have  you  taken  for  me  from 
the  font  1 '  Instead  of  saying  Why  ?  he  may  sa/, 
Por  qu6  carga  de  agua?  'For  what  load  of 
water  V  When  we  say,  *  Tell  this  story  to  another 
person,'  he  says,  *A  otro  perro  con  eso  hueso,' 
'  Go  to  another  dog  with  that  bone/  The  Spanish 
language  abounds  in  similar  expressions  which  in 
one  sense  may  all  be  called  metaphorical,  because 
they  are  all  based  on  rapid  generalisations  of  single 
cases.  But  English  also,  particularly  if  we  ex- 
plore its  dialects,  abounds  in  metaphorical  proverbs. 
In  Shropshire^  instead  of  saying  *  Something  has 
happened,'  the  people  say  *  The  cat  has  kittened.' 
For  instance,  *  And  so  it  happened  as  the  landlord 
sent  for  him  at  once.  Afore  he  went  savs  he  to 
me,  "The  cat's  kittened  somewhere."  And  so  it 
turned  out,  for  when  he  got  to  the  Hall  he  found  as 
they  wanted  him  to  stay  on  an'  not  leave  the  farm, 
and  they  offered  to  drop  the  rent  a  bit  ^' 

In  the  same  county,  if  a  person  appears  in  a  new 
suit,  people  say,  *Eh,  what  a  tail  our  cat's  got!' 
and  if  lovers  who  have  quarrelled  make  it  up  again, 
it  is  called  *  to  warm  up  cold  broth.' 

In  order  to  gain  a  clearer  view  of  the  nature  of 
poetical  metaphors  and  their  wide  influence  on  the 
growth  of  language  and  thought,  I  have  endeavoured 
to  class  them  under  the  following  heads  : — 

1.  Transition  from  Man  to  Animal. 

2.  Transition  from  Animal  to  Man. 

3.  Transition  from  Material  to  Immaterial. 


^  Shropshire   Shreds   and   Patches,    9   Jan.   1884;    Shropshire 
Folk-lore,  by  Ch.  S.  Bume,  1886,  p.  596. 
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4.  Transition  from  Immaterial  to  Material. 

5.  Transition  from  the  Sign  to  what  is  Signified. 

6.  Transition  from  Cause  to  Eflfect. 

7.  Transition  from  Eflfect  to  Cause. 

8.  Transition  from  Part  to  Whole. 

9.  Transition  from  one  to  another  of  things  gene- 
rally associated. 

To  a  great  extent  the  metaphors  of  this  class 
would  have  to  be  treated  as  the  result  of  ,  Transition 
what  I  called  '  Fundamental  Metaphor.'  from  Man  to 
It  was  impossible,  as  we  saw,  to  conceive 
the  acts  of  animals  except  as  analogous  with  the 
acts  of  men.  We  interpret  them  from  our  point  of 
view,  and  express  them  in  our  own  language.  Hence 
it  is  that  dogs  are  not  only  conceived  as  hungry 
and  thirsty,  as  watchful  and  revengeful,  as  we  are, 
but  that  we  do  not  hesitate  to  speak  of  them  as 
considering,  hesitating,  guessing,  reasoning,  for  all 
we  know,  syllogising  \  because  language  could  not 
possibly  supply  new  names  to  acts  in  all  appearance 
80  like  our  own,  though  it  may  be  at  the  same  time 
so  diflferent  from  them  as  will  is  from  impulse.  But 
we  go  further.  We  speak  of  hands  instead  of  paws  ; 
we  speak  of  the  spectacles  of  a  certain  goose,  of  the 
coat  of  a  dog  instead  of  his  fur.  In  fact  the  whole 
animal  world  has  been  conceived  as  a  copy  of  our  own. 
And  not  only  the  animal  world,  but  the  whole  of 
nature,  was  liable  to  be  conceived  and  named  by  an 
assimilation  to  human  nature.  When  people  saw  a 
whirlpool  in  which  the  water  turned  and  disappeared, 
they  might  call  it  a  vort-ex,  from  verto,  to  turn. 
But  they  might  also  think  of  the  jaws  or  the  gullet, 
and  thus  call  it  gurges  or  vorago.     Having  ap- 

^  Plato  speaks  of  ih  irdBos  alrov  ttjs  (ftvatos  aya6&s  (InkoaoffHUf. 
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plied  gurges  to  a  whirlpool,  they  would  prefer 
another  derivative,  such  as  gurgulio  or  the  simple 
gula,  for  gullet.  But  the  root  is  the  same,  and, 
strange  as  it  seems,  there  is  nothing  onomatopoeic 
either  in  vorago  or  in  gurgulio  or  in  gargling. 
They  all  come  from  the  root  GM,  to  swallow,  which 
gives  us  girati  and  gilati  in  Sanskrit,  vorare 
for  g vorare  in  Latin,  fiifipiaa-Kciv  in  Greek.  We 
then  get  intensive  forms,  such  as  g^e-gil-yate 
in  Sanskrit,  yepyepog,  gullet,  yapyaplXeiVy  to  gargle, 
gurgulio,  gullet,  in  Latin,  and  in  O.  H.  G.  quer- 
chela,  gullet. 

But  if  early  language  conceived  animals  in  the 
a.  Transition  likcncss  of  man,  it  very  soon  conceived 
from  Animal  man  in  the  likeness  of  animals.  There  is 
^'  hardly  a  name  of  an  animal  which,  whether 
for  good  or  for  evil,  has  not  been  applied  to  man  and 
woman.  Dog,  cur,  hound,  whelp,  donkey,  pig,  mule, 
bear,  sheep,  goat,  lion,  tiger,  cat,  mouse,  owl,  wasp, 
all  occur  in  ancient  as  well  as  in  modern  times  as 
names  of  dislike  or  endearment.  We  are  here  speaking 
of  those  words  only  which  have  been  absorbed  so 
completely  in  the  stream  of  language  that  their  in- 
dependent meaning  is  no  longer  perceptible.  In 
adulari,  to  flatter,  we  hardly  perceive  the  original 
meaning  of  wheedling  \  nor  in  wheedling,  properly 
weedling,  the  German  Wedeln,  that  of  wagging 
the  tail.  In  Fr.  cAlin,  a  wheedler,  the  derivation 
from  caninus  or  catellinus,  if  correct,  is  almost 
forgotten^.  Coward,  It.  codardo,  Fr.  couard,  wa^ 
originally  applied  to  a  dog  or  any  other  animal  with 

'  Nonias,  p.  1 7  :   '  Adalatio  est  blandimentum  proprie  canum, 
quod  et  ad  bominem  tractum  consuetudine  est.' 
'  Brinkmann,  I.e.  p.  227. 
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his  tail  between  his  le^.  Canaille  in  the  sense  of 
contemptible  people  exists  in  all  the  Romanic  lan- 
guages. It.  canaglia,  Sp.  canalla.  Fort,  canalha. 
Though  donkey  or  ass,  used  in  the  sense  of  a  stupid 
person,  is  a  very  ancient  metaphor,  yet  it  is  one  that 
has  never  quite  lost  its  character  of  a  simile.  But 
when  the  Spaniards  use  desasnar  in  the  sense  of 
enlightening  or  showing  a  man  how  foolish  he  has 
been,  we  have  here  a  metaphor  that  had  almost 
ceased  to  be  felt  as  such. 

In  the  same  manner  few  Germans  when  they  speak 
of  emsig,  dihgent,  ant-like,  think  of  the  Ameise, 
the  ant,  i.  e.  the  Emse,  the  emmet;  nay,  I  see  that 
the  derivation  is  by  some  considered  doubtful.  Yet 
no  one  doubts  that  caprice  comes  from  capra,  goat, 
and  that  capricious  was  originally  meant  for  goat- 
like pranks. 

The  Latin  ruminare  meant  properly  to  chew  the 
cud,  but  it  was  applied  so  early  to  the  act  of  mentally 
revolving  a  matter,  that  when  we  now  speak  of 
ruminating  we  but  seldom  recall  the  process  in  which 
cows  eat  their  food. 

The  Greek  afieXyeiv  means  to  milk,  originally  to 
stroke.  But  when  it  is  used  in  the  sense  of  gaining, 
enjoying,  the  idea  of  milking  is  but  faintly  present. 
Similarly  the  Spanish  word  for  milking,  ordenar, 
lit.  to  arrange,  is  afterwards  used  in  the  sense  of 
drawing  profit  from  anything  (ir  logrando  poco 
d  poco  el  fruto  de  alguna  cosa).  The  German 
word  taugen,  to  be  good  for  something,  may  be  con- 
nected with  duh,  to  milk.  Duh  signifies  not  only 
to  milk,  but  also  to  yield  milk.  A  cow  which  gave 
milk  (une  vache  qui  rend)  would  have  meant  a 
useful  cow,  just  as  an  animal  which  ceased  to  have 
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young  was  called  effetus,  effete,  useless.  Duh, 
therefore,  from  meaning  to  yield  milk,  might  well 
have  come  to  be  used  in  the  general  sense  of 
being  useful  and  eflficient.  The  German  Tugend 
would  thus  have  as  truly  an  agricultural  origin  as 
daughter,  Sk.  duhitar,  if  that  word  meant  origin- 
ally the  milkmaid  ^. 

All  this  shows  how  language,  if  at  first  it  inter- 
preted animal  by  man,  soon  reversed  the  process 
and  interpreted  man  by  animal,  a  phase  of  thought 
which  not  unlikely  may  have  given  birth  to  those 
numerous  animal  myths  and  animal  fables,  nay,  to 
those  curious  animal  epics  which  formed  the  delight 
of  our  distant  ancestors  and  the  remnants  of  which 
have  survived  to  the  present  day. 

The  very  general  change  from  a  material  to  an  im- 

Transition   ^^^^^^al  meaning  has  been  so  often  dwelt 

from  Material  ou  that  I  uccd  here  say  no  more  than  what 

toimmateriai.  jg  rccogniscd  by  all  students  of  language, 

namely,  that  every  word,  without  a  single  exception, 
which  has  an  immaterial  meaning  had  originally  a 
material  meaning.  Materialist  and  Idealist  philo- 
sophers, Locke  as  well  as  Berkeley,  are  agreed  on 
this  point 2.  Still  the  process  of  dematerialising 
varies  considerably.  In  the  case  of  angel,  which 
meant  originally  a  human  messenger,  a  real  trans- 
ference seems  to  have  taken  place,  when  a  name  had 
suddenly  to  be  found  for  those  spiritual  messengers 
who  were  supposed  to  convey  the  commands  of  God 

^  See  Grassmann,  in  Kuhn's  Zeitschrift,  xii.  p.  1 26,  where  the 
Grotb.  dauh-t-s,  feast,  dox^,  is  likewise  traced  back  to  dub. 

*  See  Locke,  Human  Understanding,  iv.  3,  6 ;  Berkeley,  Third 
Dialogue  between  Hylas  and  Pbilonous,  Works,  i.  p.  347  ;  Lectures 
on  the  Science  of  Language,  ii.  p.  374. 


FORMATION   OP   WORDS.  607 

to  men.  Here  we  may  speak  of  a  real  transfer.  But 
in  the  case  of  spirit,  the  process  was  dififerent. 
Spirit  was  originally  the  visible  breath,  but  it  was 
soon  taken  as  a  merely  outward  sign  of  that  which 
invariably  ceased  when  breath  ceased.  It  then  came 
to  mean  life,  and,  by  a  further  step,  the  living  prin- 
ciple, the  invisible  spirit  of  man,  and  at  last  any 
spirit  or  spiritual  being  which  was  believed  in  with- 
out being  seen.  There  was  here  no  real  transference. 
The  concepts  of  life,  the  living  principle,  the  invisible 
spirit  of  man,  all  these  were  not  concepts,  first  formed 
and  then  named,  but  simultaneously  with  the  en- 
largement of  the  concept  of  spirit,  the  name  itself 
was  enlarged.  The  birth  of  each  new  concept  was 
synchronous  with  its  baptism. 

It  is  difficult  to  select  instances  of  metaphor  leading 
from  material  to  immaterial  things,  because  language 
is  really  a  complete  herbarium  of  faded  metaphors. 
We  find  them  in  the  languages  of  uncivilised  as  well 
as  civilised  nations,  only  that  in  the  former  the 
material  meaning  may  continue  to  be  felt  much  more 
than  in  the  latter.  In  New  Guinea  a  man  who  pities 
you,  says  that  he  has  a  very  bad  stomach-ache  for 
you^  and  he  no  doubt  means  much  more  than  we 
do  when  we  speak  of  the  bowels  of  compassion. 

The  Roman  peasant  preferred  to  say  silva,  forest, 
or  cumulus,  heap,  instead  of  multitude,  and  Latin 
hajs  retained  such  phrases  as  beneficiorum  cumu- 
lus, magna  exemplorum  silva  ^.  Spicilegium, 
a  gleaning  of  ears,  was  not  used  metaphorically  in 


'  Rev.  W.  G.  Lawes,  Motu  Grammar,  1885.  Introduction,  p.  x. 
'  Brinkmann,   1.  c.  p.  129;    Keisig,  Lateinische  Sprachwissen- 
schaft,  §  173. 
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classical  Latin,  but  it  has  become  a  favourite  name 
for  selections  in  later  times. 

Eustics  spoke  of  rain  and  rivers  as  flowing  and 
trickling  forth  (manare,  emanare);  soon  the  words 
were  used  by  Roman  orators  in  the  sense  of  eman- 
ating from,  as  in  Cic.  De  Or.  i.  42,  189,  hinc  haec 
recentior  Academia  emanavit^  *  hence  arose  this 
more  recent  Academy/  Imbuere,  in  the  language 
of  the  village,  meant  to  moisten,  in  Rome  it  came 
to  mean  to  infect,  to  imbue,  to  inspire. 

As  to  adjectival  metaphors,  we  speak  of  thrilling 
and  stinging  words,  of  a  hard  and  a  soft  heart,  a 
heavy  and  a  light  heart,  a  warm  and  a  cold  heart, 
a  broken  heart  and  a  broken  spirit,  of  black  ingrati- 
tude, dark  care,  brilliant  thoughts,  golden  times, 
narrow  prejudices,  iron  will,  dry  remarks.  As  to 
verbal  metaphors,  we  have  such  expressions  as  to 
damp  the  ardour,  to  chain  the  passions,  to  drown  the 
cares,  to  feed  on  hopes,  to  thirst  for  knowledge,  etc. 

Even  adverbs  often  rest  on  metaphors  preceded 
by  a  fading  of  colour.  Thus  aegre  comes  from  aeger, 
sick,  as  hardly  from  hard.  Temere,  at  random,  is 
supposed  to  be  a  locative  of  a  lost  temus,  corre- 
sponding to  Sanskrit  tamas,  darkness,  so  that  origin- 
ally it  would  have  meant  *in  the  dark.'  Mox,  soon, 
seems  to  correspond  to  Sk.  makshu,  with  might. 
In  Greek,  SeivZ^  is  used  in  the  sense  of  very,  without 
that  taint  of  vulgarity  which  still  clings  to  our 
*  awfully.'  The  German  ungefahr,  about,  meant 
originally  'without  danger.*  Vielleicht  was  very 
easily,   Greek    Taj(a,   perhaps.      Schon,   already,   is 

^  Brinkmann,  I.e.  p.  76.  Forstemann,  Zur  BedeutuDgslehre 
der  deut8chen  Adverbien,  in  'Neues  Jahrbach  der  Berliner  Ge- 
BelUchaft  fQr  deutsche  Sprache,  herausgegeben  von  v.  d.  Hagen,' 
vol.  vi.  pp.  44-51. 
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supposed  to  have  sprung  from  schon^  beautifully, 
used  in  the  sense  of  perfectly.  A  similar  idiom  is 
found  in  the  Italian  bello  e  buono,  or  in  the  English, 
*he  is  gone  for  good/ 

That  all  prepositions  may  change  their  local  and 
temporal  into  a  causal  meaning  has  been  often  re- 
marked, and  may  be  seen  explained  in  every  Greek 
or  Latin  Grammar. 

In  most  of  the  cases  hitherto  mentioned  it  would 
be  impossible  to  describe  the  change  of  meaning  as 
due  to  metaphor  or  transference  in  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  word.  The  change  takes  place,  whether  we 
like  it  or  not.  The  original  meaning  of  words  fades, 
their  full  intension  becomes  lessened,  their  extension 
in  consequence  grows  larger  and  larger,  and  without 
any  stretch  of  imagination  the  words  thus  changed 
come  to  express  concepts  which  seem  to  have  grown 
up  simultaneously  with  this  process  of  decay. 

There  are  other  cases  where  we  see  the  name  of 
one  material  thing  used  as  the  name  of  another, 
owing  to  some  kind  of  similarity  which  it  is  not 
always  easy  to  discover.  Thus  the  French  tSte,  head, 
is  evidently  the  Latin  testa,  but  testa  in  Latin 
meant  a  brick,  an  earthen  pot,  and  a  potsherd.  In 
Spanish  casco  means  potsherd  and  skull,  and  cogote, 
occiput,  is  said  to  be  derived  from  concha,  shell. 
In  German  we  have  the  expression  'ganz  aus  dem 
Hauschen  sein/  to  be  very  much  excited,  almost 
off  his  head.  In  Spanish  casilla,  small  house,  is 
used  for  head,  and  socar  &  uno  de  sus  ca si  lias 
means  to  drive  one  out  of  his  little  house,  i.e.  to 
make  him  impatient.  Humorously  the  head  is  called 
*la  tapa  de  los  sesos,'  the  lid  of  the  senses^ 

^  BrinkmaDn,  Lc.  p.  135. 


510  EIGHTH   OHAPTEB. 

It  happens  likewise,  though  of  course  less  fre- 
4.  Transition  quentlj,  that  names  applied  to  immaterial 
matCTiaUo  ^bjects  are  used  again  with  a  material 
Material,  meaning.  Thus  soul,  after  having  become 
the  name  of  the  spiritual  element  in  man,  is  em- 
ployed in  the  sense  of  a  human  being,  as  when  we 
say,  *I  did  not  see  a  single  soul  there/  Ghost  and 
spirit,  after  conveying  the  meaning  of  something 
invisible  and  intangible,  are  often  used  in  the  sense 
of  apparitions  that  can  be  seen  and  even  touched. 
Nothing  can  be  more  abstract  than  essentia,  the 
essence  of  things,  but  it  is  boldly  transferred  to 
perfumes,  extracted  from  flowers  and  other  sub- 
stances, and  we  even  hear  of  essential  oils.  At  first 
thought  in  its  swiftness  is  compared  to  a  horse,  but 
as  early  as  the  Veda  we  read  of  horses  quick  as 
thought. 

Another  class  of  metaphors  is  not  always  distinguish- 
^    .^.      able  from  the  preceding  one,  because  the 

5.  Transition       ,         ,  *  ,  0 

from  the  Sign   sigu  is  uaturallv  in  many  cases  the  material 
^o.^^*]"     outside   of  an   immaterial  inside.     Thus 

bignined. 

spirit,  as  we  saw,  stood  for  the  living,  and 
even  for  the  thinking  principle  in  man.  That  may- 
be called  the  material  for  the  immaterial.  But  spirit 
or  breath  may  also  be  considered  as  the  outward  sign 
of  life  or  thought,  and  the  metaphor  would  then 
belong  to  the  fifth  class.  The  same  applies  to  such 
words  as  brain,  heart,  stomach,  when  used  to 
signify  thought,  feeling,  and  passion ;  also  to  frons 
and  superc ilium,  forehead  and  eyebrow,  if  used  in 
the  sense  of  boldness  and  pride.  Other  cases  more 
clearly  belonging  to  this  class  are  when  we  say 
'  the  crown  commands,'  meaning  the  *  Queen.'  With 
respect  to  adjectives,  when  we  speak  of  a  mean  as 
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a  dirty  action,  we  use  dirt  as  the  outward  sign  of 
moral  degradation.  When  we  say  *the  trumpet 
calls,'  we  really  mean  the  command  of  the  general 
as  conveyed  by  the  sound  of  the  trumpet  that  calls 
the  soldiers  to  battle.  At  last  we  may  speak  of  the 
trumpet-call  of  duty. 

Cases  where  the  name  of  the  cause,  whether  as 
author  or  as  instrument,  is  used  in  place 
of  the  name  of  the  effect,  are  frequent,  as  ^-TrMiBition 
when  we  speak  of  reading  Homer,  instead      to  Effect, 
of  reading  the  poems  made   by  Homer. 
This  by  some  authorities  would  be  classed  as  Meto- 
nymy.    We  have  nearly  the  same  kind  of  metaphor 
in  the  use  which  the  Romans  made  of  Ceres  and 
Bacchus,  in  the  sense  of  bread,  wine.     In  Greek  we 
found  x«P«^'Jp,  the  instrument  for  marking,  used  for 
the  mark  produced  by  it ;  in  Latin  lingua,  tongue, 
has  become  the  recognised  name  for  language. 

The  next  class  is  not  very  numerous.   When  we  say 
that  a  man  ought  to  blush,  meaning  that   ^  Transition 
he  ought  to  be  ashamed,  we  use,  no  doubt,    from  Effect 
the  effect  for  the  cause;  but  blush  may  *'"** 

also  have  been  taken  as  the  outward  sign,  used  in 
the  sense  of  what  is  signified  by  it.  *  Give  me  a 
light,'  if  used  for  *  Give  me  a  candle,*  may  be  another 
case  in  pointy  but  these  instances  are  perhaps  hardly 
sufficient  to  form  a  class. 

Another  class,  to  which  the  Greeks  gave  the  special 
name  of  Synecdoche,  comprisessuch  cases      m.... 
as  when  we  use  roof  in  the  sense  of  house,     from  Part 
bread  for  food,  spring  for  year.     Often     *«  whole, 
the  opposite  takes  place,  as  when  people  speak  of  a 
resolution  passed  by  the  senate,  though  it  may  have 
been  passed  by   a  few   senators   only,   or   by  the 
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It   happens  likewise,  though  of  course    less  fre- 

4.TnaLrition   quently,  that  names  applied  to  immaterial 

n^^aTto    Q^j^ts  are  used  again  with   a  material 

MateruJ.  meaning.  Thus  soul,  after  having  become 
the  name  of  the  spiritual  element  in  man,  is  em- 
ployed in  the  sense  of  a  human  being,  as  when  we 
say,  *I  did  not  see  a  single  soul  there.'  Ghost  and 
spirit,  after  conveying  the  meaning  of  something 
invisible  and  intangible,  are  often  used  in  the  sense 
of  apparitions  that  can  be  seen  and  even  touched. 
Nothing  can  be  more  abstract  than  essentia,  the 
essence  of  things,  but  it  is  boldly  transferred  to 
perfumes,  extracted  from  flowers  and  other  sub- 
stances, and  we  even  hear  of  essential  oils.  At  first 
thought  in  its  swiftness  is  compared  to  a  horse,  but 
as  early  as  the  Veda  we  read  of  horses  quick  as 
thought. 

Another  class  of  metaphors  is  not  always  distinguish- 

^    .^.      able  from  the  preceding  one,  because  the 

5.  Transition       ,         ,  n      •  i 

from  the  Sign  sigu  IS  naturallv  m  many  cases  the  material 
^o.^^*]"     outside  of  an  immaterial  inside.     Thus 

Signified.  ,,  ipii»» 

spirit,  as  we  saw,  stood  for  the  living,  and 
even  for  the  thinking  principle  in  man.  That  may 
be  called  the  material  for  the  immaterial.  But  spirit 
or  breath  may  also  be  considered  as  the  outward  sign 
of  life  or  thought,  and  the  metaphor  would  then 
belong  to  the  fifth  class.  The  same  applies  to  such 
words  as  brain,  heart,  stomach,  when  used  to 
signify  thought,  feeling,  and  passion ;  also  to  frons 
and  supercilium,  forehead  and  eyebrow,  if  used  in 
the  sense  of  boldness  and  pride.  Other  cases  more 
clearly  belonging  to  this  class  are  when  we  say 
'  the  crown  commands,'  meaning  the  *  Queen.'  With 
respect  to  adjectives,  when  we  speak  of  a  mean  as 
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a  dirty  action,  we  use  dirt  as  the  outward  sign  of 
moral  degradation.  When  we  say  *the  trumpet 
calls,'  we  really  mean  the  command  of  the  general 
as  conveyed  by  the  sound  of  the  trumpet  that  calls 
the  soldiers  to  battle.  At  last  we  may  speak  of  the 
trumpet-call  of  duty. 

Cases  where  the  name  of  the  cause,  whether  as 
author  or  as  instrument,  is  used  in  place 
of  the  name  of  the  effect,  are  frequent,  aa  6/Tr»n8ition 
when  we  speak  of  reading  Homer,  instead     to  Effect, 
of  reading  the  poems  made   by  Homer. 
This  by  some  authorities  would  be  classed  as  Meto- 
nymy.    We  have  nearly  the  same  kind  of  metaphor 
in  the  use  which  the  Komans  made  of  Ceres  and 
Bacchus,  in  the  sense  of  bread,  wine.     In  Greek  we 
found  x^P^^^^^Ry  the  instrument  for  marking,  used  for 
the  mark  produced  by  it ;  in  Latin  lingua,  tongue, 
has  become  the  recognised  name  for  language. 

The  next  class  is  not  very  numerous.   When  we  say 
that  a  man  ought  to  blush,  meaning  that   ^  Tranatioii 
he  ought  to  be  ashamed,  we  use,  no  doubt,    from  Effect 
the  effect  for  the  cause;  but  blush  may  *"**' 

also  have  been  taken  as  the  outward  sign,  used  in 
the  sense  of  what  is  signified  by  it.  *  Give  me  a 
light,'  if  used  for  *  Give  me  a  candle,'  may  be  another 
case  in  pointy  but  these  instances  are  perhaps  hardly 
sufficient  to  form  a  class. 

Another  class,  to  which  the  Greeks  gave  the  special 
name  of  Synecdoche,  comprises  such  cases      m^-.^: 
as  when  we  use  roof  in  the  sense  of  house,     from  Part 
bread  for  food,  spring  for  year.     Often     *o^^oie. 
the  opposite  takes  place,  as  when  people  speak  of  a 
resolution  passed  by  the  senate,  though  it  may  have 
been  passed  by   a   few   senators   only,   or   by   the 
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majority  of  the  senate  ;  or  when  people  speak  of  the 
church,  meaning  themselves  only  and  those  who 
agree  with  them.  This,  however,  may  rather  be 
called  an  abuse  of  language  or  even  an  untruth  than 
a  metaphor. 

Metaphors    by   which    the    name   of   one    thing 

Tranaition   ^^  transferred  to  another  which  forms  its 

from  OD©  to     complement  or    constant  accompaniment 

^uLb  ffo^     are  frequent  in  all  languages.    Thus  scales 

neraiiy       stand  for  balaucc,  the  clouds  for  the  sky, 

Msociated.     ^^^  altar  for  the  temple.  People  say  they 

have  drunk  a  bottle,  when  they  mean  the  wine  in  the 
bottle,  and  highwaymen  asked  for  4a  vie  ou  la 
bourse/  when  they  cared  very  little  about  the  purse, 
but  a  great  deal  about  the  money  in  it.  Money, 
moneta,  German  miinze,  was  so  called  because  at 
Eome  money  was  coined  in  a  building  on  the  Capitol, 
adjoining  the  temple  of  Juno  Moneta. 

After  having  discovered  how  little  of  real  trans- 
ference there  is  in  what  we  call  metaphorical  ex- 
pressions, it  might  become  a  question  whether  the 
old  name  should  be  retained,  or  whether  it  is  so  mis- 
leading that  it  ought  to  be  abohshed  and  replaced  by 
a  more  accurate  term.  There  are,  no  doubt,  real 
metaphors,  as  when  the  sun  is  called  the  jewel  of  the 
sky,  or  the  sea  a  garden  of  spray  (un  jar  din  de 
€spumas),  or  England, 

*A  precious  stone  set  in  the  silver  sea, 
Which  serves  it  in  the  office  of  a  wall, 
Or  as  a  moat  defensive  to  a  house, 
Against  the  envy  of  less  happier  lands.' 

Some  of  these  metaphors  are  far-fetched,  while 
others  are  within  easy  reach,  but  all  are  fetched,  and 
are  well  described  therefore  by  metaphora.     Most 
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of  the  metaphors,  however,  which  are  of  interest  to 
the  student  of  language  and  thought^  as  having 
entered  into  the  living  body  of  speech,  as  having  be- 
come, as  Dr.  Brinkmann  expresses  it,  incarnate, 
owe  their  origin,  as  we  saw,  to  such  different  causes 
that  metaphor  as  applied  to  them  has  certainly  be- 
come a  misnomer.  If,  nevertheless,  I  continue  to  use 
metaphor  as  the  technical  name  for  all,  it  is  with  the 
distinct  understanding  that  metaphor  must  not  be 
supposed  to  imply  a  conscious  transference  of  the 
name  of  one  thing  to  another.  *  A  fair  and  ingenuous 
reader,'  as  Berkeley  saysS  <must  collect  the  sense 
from  the  scope  and  tenor  and  connection  of  a  dis- 
course, making  allowance  for  those  inaccurate  modes 
of  speech  which  use  has  made  inevitable.'  To  ima- 
gine in  the  earliest  periods  of  language  a  real  trans- 
ference of  name  from  a  known  thing  to  an  unknown 
would  be  contrary  to  one  of  the  leading  principles  of 
the  Sciences  of  Thought  and  Language,  namely,  that 
nothing  can  be  a  thing  to  us  without  a  name.  The 
act  of  clothing  naked  concepts  with  old  garments  is 
an  act  of  charity  which  we  never  perform.  What 
really  happens  is  that  names  vary  in  intension* 
Percepts  do  not  hold  all  the  sensations  which  origin- 
ally composed  them,  concepts  do  not  retain  all  the 
percepts  which  at  first  they  were  meant  to  embrace. 
There  is  therefore  a  constant  change  going  on  in  the 
meaning  of  words,  and  our  mind,  if  we  but  watch  it 
carefully,  is  the  permanent  scene  of  the  most  sur- 
prising transformations.  As  the  concepts  lose  their 
full  intension — and  this  aU  concepts  are  apt  to  do  by 
themselves  and  without  any  assistance  derived  from 


*  Berkeley,  Works,  i.  p.  183. 
Ll 
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what  we  call  abstraction — their  names  become  larger, 
ie.  become  applicable  to  new  germinal  concepts 
which  are  but  waiting  for  a  name  to  spring  into  life. 
When  we  once  have  the  concept  and  name  of  a  steers- 
man, the  concept  of  director  springs  into  life  as  soon 
as  steersman  loses  the  attributes  of  standing  at  the 
hehn  of  a  ship  and  managing  the  rudder.  The  pic- 
ture has  faded,  and  by  thus  fading  the  weather-beaten 
steersman  has  become  like  many  other  people  who 
are  now,  by  likeness,  Kara  to  avaXoyov,  called  steers- 
men, gubernatores  or  governors.  In  the  highest 
sense,  therefore,  metaphor  is  but  a  new  side  of  ab- 
straction and  generalisation,  the  vital  principles  of 
all  thought  and  of  all  language. 

The  principal  task  which  the  Science  of  Thought 
has  to  fulfil  might  thus  seem  to  be  accomplished. 
We  have  seen  what  Thought  really  is,  and  that  in  its 
full  reality  it  exists  nowhere  but  in  Language.  This 
places  all  philosophy  on  a  new  basis,  and  on  a  bajsis 
that  is  not  likely  to  be  shaken  again  by  the  old  argu- 
ments that  as  speech  may  be  thoughtless,  thought 
may  be  speechless,  or  that  we  think  first,  and  then 
speak.  That  *  thinking  first'  is  nothing  but  silent 
language,  a  language  which  anybody  can  perceive, 
while  he  is  writing  a  letter,  without  for  one  moment 
allowing  himself  to  utter  the  words  which  his  hand 
and  his  pen  busily  transfer  to  the  paper  before  him. 
We  may,  if  we  like,  distinguish  the  written  from  the 
apoken,  the  spoken  from  the  thought  word,  but  none 
of  these  is  capable  of  separate  existence,  neither  the 
written,  nor  the  spoken,  nor  the  thought  word. 

I  know  from  experience  how  diflScult  it  is  to  give 
up  our  belief  in  mere  thought,  and  I  shall  not  be  sur- 
prised if  such  a  surrender  were  considered  as  an  abdica- 
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tion  of  the  highest  dignity  of  human  nature.  And 
yet  there  is  in  reality  no  surrender  and  no  abdica- 
tion ;  all  that  is  wanted  is  that  we  should  recognise 
the  facts  which  we  cannot  seriously  deny,  and  that 
we  should  alwavs  recollect  that  notio  and  nomen 
axe  two  names  of  the  same  thing. 

Still  as  there  are  men  who  can  never  speak  any 
language  beside  their  own,  and  as  there  are  phi- 
losophers who  can  never  understand  any  dialect 
beside  the  one  in  which  they  have  been  brought  up, 
be  it  that  of  Hume  or  that  of  Eant,  I  am  quite  pre- 
pared to  find  that  to  some  thinkers  a  system  of 
philosophy  based  on  the  absolute  identity  of  language 
and  thought  will  for  ever  remain  a  complete  puzzle. 
They  have  brought  themselves  to  believe  in  what 
they  call  mere  words,  and  they  cannot  therefore 
give  up  their  belief  in  mere  thought. 

And  yet,  with  few  exceptions,  as  we  saw,  aU 
earnest  thinkers,  all  leading  philosophers,  whether 
they  liked  it  or  not,  have  had  to  confess  that  lan- 
guage and  thought  are  inseparable,  though  few,  if 
any,  have  seen  what  follows  from  that  confession. 

What  really  follows  from  it  I  have  tried  to  show, 
namely,  that  language  is  the  true  autobiography  of 
the  human  mind,  and  that  all  and  every  secret  of 
philosophy  is  to  be  studied  in  the  world-old  diary  of 
language.  1£  we  fully  understood  the  whole  growth 
of  every  word,  philosophy  would  have  and  could 
have  no  longer  any  secrets.  It  would  cease  to  exist. 
But  although  that  point  has  not  yet  been  reached, 
and  will  not  be  reached  till  several  more  generations 
of  scholars  and  philosophers  have  toiled  to  reach  it, 
some  advance  has  already  been  made,  and  the  results 
which  the  Science  of  Language  has  obtained  may 

Ll2 
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safely  be  utilised,  as  I  have  tried  to  show,  for  the 
Science  of  Thought. 

If  the  general  result  of  the  Science  of  Language 
may  be  said  to  have  been  that  language,  which  for- 
meriy  seemed  so  wonderful  a  thing  as  to  require  a 
superhuman  framer,  is  now  seen  to  be  a  very  in- 
telligible and  purely  human  piece  of  workmanship, 
the  same  result  has  been  obtained  in  the  Science  of 
Thought.  Thought,  which  seemed  so  marvellous,  has 
become  the  most  intelligible,  the  most  simple  piece  of 
work.  It  is,  in  fact,  no  more  than  addition  and  sub- 
traction, as  Hobbes  said,  no  more  than  perceiving, 
conceiving,  and  naming,  as  I  have  tried  to  show. 

We  asked  for  nothing  to  be  granted  us  but  the  fact 
that  men  in  their  most  primitive  social  state  are  con- 
scious of  the  acts  which  they  perform,  and  that  they 
accompany  these  acts  with  certain  more  or  less  musical 
sounds  which  in  time  serve  to  themselves  and  to 
others  as  signs  of  certain  acts.    It  is  not  much  to  ask 
that  MM  should  have  been  the  sound  accompanying 
the  grinding   of  stones,  VA   the  song  of  weavers, 
KHAN  the  shout  of  diggers.     Out  of  such  simple 
materials  we  saw  how  roots  were  framed,  how  roots 
were  localised   or  predicated   of  this  or  that,  how 
verbal  and  nominal  bases  were   produced   by  com- 
position of  given  elements,  whether  predicative  or 
demonstrative ;  how  the  former  were  conjugated,  the 
latter  declined,  till  at  last  all  that  is  now  contained 
in  our  dictionaries  and  grammars  waa  elaborated  and 
finished,  and  nothing  remained  for  poets  and  philo- 
sophers but  to  add  and  subtract  again  the  treasures 
which  they  had  either  inherited  or  acquired  in  the 
sweat  of  their  face.     It  was  by  adding  repeated  acts 
and  holding  them  together  in  our  consciousness  that 
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the  first  roots  were  formed,  such  as  MiR,  to  grind, 
VAj  to  weave.  It  was  by  subtracting  or  abstracting 
that  the  meaning  of  these  roots  became  more  and 
more  generalised,  so  that  to  grind  could  come  to 
mean  to  stroke  down,  to  sinoothe,  to  please,  and  to 
weave  could  be  used  in  the  sense  of  composing  a 
poem  or  a  song*  It  was  by  combining  that  plurals 
were  formed,  and  collective  names,  and  abstract 
names,  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  word  ;  it  was  by  sub- 
tracting that  a  general  term  was  predicated  of  a  less 
general  one.  The  process  is  always  the  same.  We 
combine  and  we  retain  what  we  have  combined.  We 
subtract  and  we  retain  what  we  have  subtracted. 
The  results  of  our  combination  and  subtraction  supply 
the  materials  for  new  combinations  and  new  subtrac- 
tions, and  thus  ad  infinitum  from  the  first . root  to 
the  last  word,  firom  the  first  percept  to  the  last  con- 
cept. The  very  first  word  that  was  ever  uttered  was 
really  a  proposition,  and  the  last  poem  of  Browning 
is  no  more  than  a  series  of  propositions.  There  is  an 
uninterrupted  continuity  between  the  two,  and  how- 
ever powerful  the  fancy  of  the  poet,  however  subtle 
the  reasoning  of  the  philosopher,  the  materials  which 
both  have  to  use  are  the  same,  the  words  derived 
from  roots  and  collected  in  the  granary  of  our  dic- 
tionaries. I  do  not  say  that  an  architect  like  Michel 
Angelo  was  no  better  than  a  stone-mason  or  a  brick- 
maker,  yet  St.  Peter  s  consists  of  nothing  but  stones 
and  bricks,  and  possibly  some  cement  which  is  again 
pulverised  stone.  Nor  do  I  say  that  a  play  of  Shake- 
speare is  merely  a  dictionary  well  shaken  together, 
but  I  do  say  that  the  materials  with  which  it  was 
built  up  were  taken  out  of  that  treasury  of  words 
which  has  been  accumulated  during  many  thousands 
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of  years,  and  which  contains  no  metal,  no  gold  nor 
silver,  except  what  is  found  in  the  looo  roots  of  the 
Aryan  language,  and  in  the  121  primitive  concepts 
of  Aryan  thought. 

Here  then  I  might  put  down  my  pen,  having  per- 
formed the  promise  which  I  gave  in  the  beginning 
of  my  book.  If  I  add  another  chapter,  it  is  in  order 
to  show  that  a  philosophy  based  on  the  identity  of 
language  and  thought  will  stand  any  test  that  may 
be  applied  to  it.  I  shall  therefore  in  the  next  Chapter 
treat  very  shortly  of  Propositions,  the  principal  part 
of  true  Logic.  Syllogisms,  which  are  nothing  but 
combinations  of  propositions,  are  of  small  interest  in 
the  natural  growth  of  thought.  They  are  useful  as 
gymnastics,  but  on  the  real  battle-field  of  thought 
they  are  unserviceable  weapons. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

PEOPOSITIONS   AND   SYLLOGISMS. 

In  the  first  Chapter  of  this  work  I  pointed  out 
the  uselessness  of  what  I  called  Nursery 
Psychology.  A  study  of  that  psychology  f^^SST 
may  be  useftil,  however,  for  at  least  one 
purpose,  namely  to  bring  out  clearly  the  difference 
between  the  growth  of  language  and  thought  in  our- 
selves, as  children  of  the  nineteenth  century,  and  the 
growth  of  language  and  thought  in  the  beginning  of 
all  things.  It  will  teach  us  that  to  transfer  the 
observations  which  we  make  in  our  nursery  to  the 
earliest  period  in  the  growth  of  ihe  human  mind 
would  be  like  looking  for  bricks  and  stucco  in  the 
lowest  strata  of  granite.  It  may  be  that  the  mate- 
rials out  of  which  brick  and  stucco  are  made  go  back 
to  the  earliest  geological  periods  in  the  formation  of 
the  earth,  but  even  then  clay,  baked  by  geological 
heat,  is  very  different  from  terra  cotta. 

K  we  watch  the  process  by  which  chUdren  begin 
to  speak  and  to  think,  we  see  that  they  begin  at  once 
with  ready-made  words,  with  what  we  may  call  the 
most  finished  terra  cotta.  *  Names  with  them  are/ 
as  Professor  Bain  says,  and  from  his  point  of  view, 
quite  rightly,  *  impressions  of  sense.'  One  person  is 
pointed  out  to  a  child  as  'Mother,'  another  as 
*  Father,'  a  third  as  *  Brother,'  and  *  Sister,'  and  these 
names  remain  in  the  memory  as  among  the  earliest 
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and  most  lasting  impressions.  Every  one  of  these 
terms  is,  as  we  know,  thousands  of  years  old,  and  has 
passed  through  a  long  history  of  its  own.  But  to  a 
child  Mother  is  a  mere  sign,  almost  a  proper  name. 
'  Mother  has  said  so  '  impHes .  at  first  no  more  than 
*Mary  has  said  so/  Gradually,  however,  with  the 
growing  experience  of  the  child  one  attribute  after 
another  is  slipt  into  the  word,  and  thus  what  was  at 
first  a  mere  proper  name  becomes  full  of  meaning, 
or,  as  logicians  say>  intension.  It  takes  in  one  after 
another,  both  the  visible  attributes  of  a  mother, 
referring  to  her  dress,  her  eyes,  her  hair,  and  the 
invisible  attributes,  such  as  kindness,  severity,  and 
wisdom.  Much  later  the  more  characteristic  attri- 
butes of  woman  (mulier),  wife  (cdnjux),  and 
mother  (genitrii)  are  added,  and  only  after  all 
this  congeries  of  attributes  has  been  gatl^ered  under 
the  name  of  mother  does  the  work  of  definition  and 
classification  begin  by  which  the  few  who  think 
systematically  assign  to  this  and  all  other  names 
their  well-defined  place  in  the  universe  of  know- 
ledge. 

Now  let  us  consider  once  more  the  process  by 

which  such  a  name  as  Brother  was  first 

Hownames    framed.     We  can  quite  imagine  a  state 

were  fint  ^ 

framed.  of  society  in  which  the  concept  and 
name  of  brother  did  not  yet  exist,  and 
we  can  infer  from  the  various  names  of  brother  that 
they  were  not  fi:amed  after  a  clear  concept  of  brother 
had  been  gained,  but  at  a  haphazard,  firom  some 
attribute  or  other  which  seemed  important  at  the 
time  to  the  members  of  a  primitive  society-  Sup- 
pose that  bhr&tar  mfeant  originally  no  more  than 
one  who  helps  to  carry  (from  'BRM,  to  bear),  an 
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attribute,  which  to  us  seems  extrinsic  and  non- 
essential, would  then  have  supplied  the  first  germ  of 
this  name*  From  the  very  first,  however,  this  name 
.which  meant  carriers  and  helpers  might  be  said  to 
have,  implied  every,  other  attribute  that  was  inse- 
parable from  these  carriers.  A  bhr&tai*  or  f rater 
would  have  implied  the  outward  appearance  of  a 
man,  as  distinguished  from  a  woman ;  it  would 
probably  at  first  have  implied  a  certain  ag6  also  at 
which  boys  began  to  be  helpful.  The  larger  the 
number  of  attributes  thus  conpcioiisly  included  (the 
iiitension),  the  smaller  would  become  the  number  of 
individuals  to  which  the  name  was  applicable  (the 
extension).  Sometimes  one  of  these  implied  attri- 
butes might  supply  a  new  name.  In  a  polyandrous 
state  of  society,  for  instance,  particularly  wh.en  ques- 
tions of  inheritance  arose,  it  would  become  of  im- 
portance to  distinguish  brothers  of  the  same  mother, 
though  of  different  fethers.  A  brothet  of  the  same 
mother  might  be  called  bhr&t4  sa-garbha%,  i.e. 
frater  co-uterinus,  a-^cX^o?,  and  when  (jyparfip 
drifted,  as  in  Greek,  into  a  more  special  social  and 
political  meaning,  aSeXtjiog  would  remain  as  the  more 
useful  name,  though  no  longer  confined  either  to 
children  of  the  same  mother,  but  of  different  fathers, 
or  to  children  of  different  mothers,  but  of  the  same 
father. 

This  process  is  well  described  by  T.  H.  Green,  though 
for  a  different  purpose.     *If  we  say,'  he 
writes  \  *that  we  know  things  first  under  the  beginning 
a  minimum  of  qualification  and  afterwards      °^  ^®^- 
under  more,  we  seem  to  contradict  the  fact 

that  knowledge  begins  with  experience  of  real  objects 

■         ■     ^ 

*  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  193. 
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which,  as  real,  are  qualified  with  infinite  complexity/ 
*  Can  you  deny  (it  will  be  said)  that  it  so  begins  with 
experience,  or  that  objects  of  experience  are  thus 
real  in  the  most  concrete  sense  1  We  answer,  it 
does  so  begin  and  the  objects  are  thus  real,  but 
only  in  themselves ;  for  the  subject  learning  to 
know,  they  are  so  only  potentially,  not  actually. 
For  him  the  beginning  of  knowledge  is  merely 
"  there  is  something,"  in  other  words,  his  first  idea 
is  of  "mere  being ;"  this  something  graduallv  becomes 
further  qualified,  as,  in  virtue  of  that  relation  of 
the  ego  to  the  passing  feeling  which  renders  it 
"  something,"  it  is  held  in  relation  to  other  experience. 
Thus  "  concrete"  objects  are  gradually  constituted  by 
a  process  which  is  conjointly  one  of  synthesis  and 
analysis.^ 

The  earliest  names  must  from  the  beginning  have 
been  appellative,  not  proper  names,  at  least  not  in 
our  sense  of  that  word ;  their  meaning  must  have 
been  very  small  and  their  possible  extension  in  con- 
sequence very  wide,  till  new  names  came  in  to 
mutually  limit  and  determine  their  intension,  or 
definition  was  resorted  to  in  order  to  exhaust  once 
for  all  the  whole  contents  of  each  name. 

It  must  be  clear  how  different  these  two  processes  are, 
^^  the  one  by  which  a  child  accepts  the  word 

Difference  •^  "^.  . 

between      brother,  ready  made,  a  mere  sign,  to  him 
the  two      almost  a  proper  name,  comprehending  all 

processes.  ,  ■•"  ..i 

that  it  has  vaguely  taken  in  as  his  brother, 
the  other  by  which  the  early  framers  of  language 
predicated  a  special  act,  say  that  of  carrying  and 
helping,  of  this  or  that  person,  and  thus  by  their 
own  mental  effort  came  in  possession  of  a  name 
which  was  significant  of  one  attribute,  though   it 
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implied,  more  or  less  consciously,  many  other  at- 
tributes possessed  by  the  same  persons  to  whom 
the  attribute  of  carrying  was  ascribed.  This  shows 
that  the  difference  between  the  strata  of  the  earth 
and  the  stories  of  a  palace  can  hardly  be  greater 
than  that  between  names  formed  for  the  first  time 
by  primitive  men,  and  names  imitated  and  stammered 
forth  for  the  first  time  by  our  own  children. 

What  applies  to  such  a  name  as  frater,  applies 
to  all  names.     All  names  contained  ori- 
ginally a  synthesis  of  a  predicate  with        ^ere 
a  subject,  the  subject  being  this  or  that,     originally 
qualified  by  a  predicate  which  in  the  first    "^ 
instance  expresses  an  act,  though  very  soon  also  a 
state  or  a  suffering.     Every  noun  contains  a  syn- 
thesis of  hoc  and  illud,  or,  more  correctly,  of  the 
first  with  the  third  category,  of  the  owrla,  substance, 
with  the  irotov,  the  quale.     The  difference  between  a 
noun  and  a  verb,  between  'carrying  he'  and  'he 
carries,'    was  originally  that  in   the  noun   frater, 
*  carrying  he,'  the  subject  was  he,  qualified  by  carry- 
ing, while  in  the  verb  fero,  fers,  fert,  the  act,  as 
continuing  in  time,  was  the   principal   subject  of 
thought  and  was  predicated  of  me,  thee,  and  him. 
Both  substantives  and  verbs,  however,  were  in  the 
beginning  complete  sentence& 

It  must  not  be  supposed  that  this  is  a  subject 
of  interest  to  the  etymologist  only.     Ety- 

1       •  v  •    1  1  V     1     FoniMktion  of 

mologies   may   be    right    or  wrong,  but       Namei. 
nothing  can  affect  the  fact  that  every 
name   expressed   originally  a  subject,  qualified  by 
a  predicate.     This  is  very  different  from  the  process 
by  which  our  best  logicians  suppose  names  to  have 
been  formed.      They  hold  that  in  order  to  form  a 
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name  we  have  first  of  all  '  to  abstract  attributes 
found  in  individual  things,  then  to  fix  such  attri- 
butes by  a  name,  and  lastly  to  take  them  as  re- 
presentative of  individual  things,  which,  as  thus 
represented,  form  classes  ^'  It  is  not  enough,  however, 
to  state  that  this  is  done ;  what  has  to  be  explained 
is,  how  it  is  done.  When  we  have  a  name,  no  doubt 
we  can  take  it  as  representative  of  individual  things, 
but  we  cannot  take  it,  unless  we  hiave  it,  or  rather 
unless  we  make  it  first. 

The  true  history  of  the  human  mind  must  there- 
fore be  read  in  the  records  of  language. 

of  the       For  studying  the   development  of  each 

human  individual  mind  the  process  by  which  each 
child  adopts  words  and  gradually  fills  then! 
with  th-eir  contents  may  be  of  interest,  but  for  study- 
ing the  development  of  the  human  mind  from  its 
first  begintiings,  we  must  go  much  further  back,  and 
try  to  discover  by  what  process  those  words  which 
we  at  present  simply  accept,  were  originally  pro^ 
duced.  This  is  the  true  palaeontology  of  the  human 
mind,  and  this  alone  explains  to  us,  not  what  might 
have  taken  place  in  the  growth  of  our. mind,  but 
•what  actually  took  place. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  first  stej)  in  the  formation 
of  names  and  concepts  is  very  imperfect- 

i^^M.  ^^  ^*  ^^*  ^^  predicate  *  carrying '  of  this 
or  that  individual  is  a  much  more  pri- 
mitive process  than  to  abstract  an  attribute.  To 
name  the  act  of  carrying  by  a  root  formed  from 
sounds  which  accompany  the  act  of  carrying  a  heavy 
load,  is  again  a  far  more  primitive  act  than  to  fix 

'  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  167. 
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an  attribute  by  a  name,  particularly  by  a  name 
which  has  as  yet  no  existence.  But  these  imperfect 
primitive  acts  have  within  them  a  power  of  growth. 
Suppose  bhr4tar  was  originally  intended  for  one 
who  carries  and  assists,  and  for  no  more ;  it  would 
soon  become  necessary  to  limit  the  sphere  of  its 
application  or  to  make  it  more  definite  in  meaning ; 
and  this  would  be  achieved  either  by  determining 
adjectives,  or  by  the  formation  of  similar  words 
to  which  other  kinds  of  carrying  were  assigned. 
Thus  phor-eiis,  being  used  in  the  most  general 
sense  of  a  carrier,  would  leave  phr&-ter  to  express 
the  friendly  carrier,  while  ph6r,  thief,  would  be  the 
hostile  carrier,  he  who  carries  away  by  violence. 
Another  word  phor6s,  meaning  originally  what 
carries,  was  used  as  an  adjective  (for  all  substantives 
were  originally  capable  of  being  used  as  adjectives 
also),  and  thus  an  adjective  was  obtained,  phor6s, 
expressive  of  carrying,  and  impetuosity,  but  also  of 
furthering,  nay,  of  fertility. 

Besides  these  names  of  the  agent,  the  root  PHER 
would  yield  us  names  of  what  may  be  called  in- 
animate agents  or  instruments.  Thus  ph^retron, 
originally  anything  that  carries  or  with  which  we 
carry,  took  after  a  time  the  special  meaning  of  a 
bier;  phar^tra,  that  of  quiver;  phor-m6s,  that  of 
basket  for  carrying  things.  Dl-phros,  also,  a  car- 
riage, may  have  come  from  the  same  root. 

As  names  of  the  result  of  carrying  we  find  ph6rtos, 
pherma,  and  ph6r6ma,  a  weight ;  ph6ros,  tribute, 
L  e.  what  is  carried  to  the  king ;  phori,  what  is  borne 
by  a  field,  Ertrag;  phern^,  what  is  brought  in  by 
the  wife,  dos ;  lastly  phert6s,  what  is  carried,  what 
is  tolerable,  dphertos,  what  ia  intolerable. 
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The  mere  act  of  cairying,  as  implied  by  the  root, 
is  more  fully  expressed  by  such  derivatives  as  ph6- 
rdsis,  or  by  phor^,  which  means  carrying,  impetus, 
paying  of  tribute,  bearing  fruit,  and,  as  a  result, 
proceeds,  tribute,  etc. 

The  more  names  we  examine,  the  stronger  grows 
our  conviction  that  they  are  all  formed  on  the  same 
principle  of  a  synthesis  between  a  demonstrative 
element,  this  or  that,  here  or  there,  which  points 
to  the  subject,  and  a  predicative  element,  i.  e.  a  root. 
If  I  say  all  names,  I  do  not  except  proper  names,  for 
all  proper  names  were  originally  appellative  ^  though 
the  loss  of  their  original  appellative  meaning  may  at 
a  later  time  render  them  more  useful  for  the  purpose 
of  designating  individuals. 

Adjectives,  too,  were  originally  appellatives,  though 
restricted  after  a  time  to  an  attributive 

Adjectiyefl.  t      .•  *         •  .1 

or  predicative  use.  A  wise  man,  'homo 
sapiens,'  was  a  man  who  is  also  a  sage,  homo 
juvenis,  a  man  who  is  also  a  youth.  In  the  Aryan 
languages  an  outward  grammatical  distinction  between 
nouns  and  adjectives  was  felt  to  be  useful,  but  it  is  by 
no  means  necessary,  and  there  are  many  languages  in 
which  the  distinction  is  left  to  collocation  only,  i.  e.  to 
that  peculiar  mode  of  predication  which  the  speaker 
considers  least  ambiguous. 

All  adjectives  were,  as  we  saw,  in  the  beginning 
substantives,  but,  being  chiefly  used  as  predicates, 
they  soon  formed  a  grammatical  class  by  themselves. 
They  might,  however,  be  used  in  a  sentence  as  sub- 
jects also,  and  in  that  case  they  became  the  first  so* 
called  abstract  nouns.    Thus  *  the  snow  is  white  *  was 

*  Pott,  Personen-namen,  p.  i. 
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originaUy  meant  for  *  the  snow  is  the  white  one/  or  is 
something  of  which  brilliancy  has  been  predicated. 
When  I  say  *the  snow  is  white/  white  has  become  the 
name  of  an  attribute,  and  predicates  something  ab- 
stract,  something  that  in  rerum  nature  cannot  exist 
by  itself*  But  I  can  again  change  the  attribute  white 
into  a  subject^  and  speak  of  *  the  white  of  the  snow/ 
L  e.  that  unknown  something  which  makes  the  snow 
to  appear  white,  or  causes  in  me  the  sensation  of 
white.  In  the  Aryan  languages  it  is  possible  to 
distinguish  by  means  of  grammatical  sufl&xes  be- 
tween *  the  white '  or  *  the  album '  of  white  things, 
and  *  whiteness/  'albedo/  We  saw  that  some  logi- 
cians tried  to  distinguish  between  *  the  white/  as  it 
were  *the  colouring  material'  and  *  whiteness,'  the 
quality  of  that  material.  But  when  we  speak  of  the 
white  of  the  snow,  we  do  not  mean  the  colouring 
material,  supposing  there  is  such  a  thing,  but  simply 
whatever  causes  in  us,  when  we  see  snow,  the  sen- 
sation of  white,  whether  that  be  a  refracting  surface, 
or  a  vibration  of  ether,  or  anything  else.  *  The  good 
in  man '  is  the  same  as  '  the  goodness  of  man/  only 
looked  at  from  a  different  point  of  view  ^.  It  is  only 
the  ingrained  feeling  that  two  different  words  must 
have  two  di£ferent  meanings  which  leads  us  to 
imagine  that  there  is  some  sort  of  difference  between 
the  good  in  man  and  the  goodness  of  man.  I  be- 
lieve they  are  two  expressions  for  one  and  the  same 
thing,  though  I  should  look  upon  goodness  as  more 
collective  than  the  good.     But  if  some  philosophers 

*  If  Mill  says  (Logic,  iv.  3,  4)  that  'whiteness  and  a  white 
thing  are  only  different  phrases,'  I  object  to  the  'thing'  after 
'white.'  There  is  a  difference  between  a  white  thing  and  that 
which  makes  a  thing  white. 
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maintain  that  to  them  goodness  is  more  abstract 
than  the  good,  I  have  nothing  to  say  agaim^t  t^ienn  ; 
they  must  know  their  own  minds  best. 

If  I  am  right  in  holding  that  all  attributes  are  ab- 
stract words  ^,  verbs  naturally  fall  into  the 
same  class  as  adjectives.  It  makes  little  or 
no  difference  whether  I  say,  Nix  est  alba,  or  nix 
albet,  and  it  is  well  known  that  Aristotle  speaks  of  xo 
XeuKov^  the  white,  as  a  pn/^a,  a  verb,  but  of  to  apOpwiro^ 
as  an  ovo/xa,  noun.  A  verb  predicates  an  act,  or  a  state, 
or  a  suffering  of  three  persons,  I,  thou,  he,  in  the 
singular  and  plural,  and  likewise  of  things,  whether 
it  or  they.  It  forms  a  perfect  sentence  more  clearly 
even  than  the  noun.  If  the  person  or  the  thing  of 
which  an  act  is  predicated  is  named  by  itself,  we  get 
really  two  sentences  combined  in  one.  *  The  brother 
carries,'  stands  for  *  Carrying-here  carry-he.'  No 
doubt  this  phase  of  thought  has  long  been  forgotten, 
and  we  now  restrict  the  name  of  proposition  (vpo-^ 
Taarin)  to  a  combination  of  two  originally  independent 
sentences,  in  which  one  term  is  either  asserted  or 
denied  of  the  other  term,  and  which  therefore  convey 
either  a  truth  or  an  untruth,  according  as  that  com- 
bination is  either  correct  or  incorrect. 

After  we  have  clearly  perceived  the  true  character 
of  names,  such  as  it  was,  not  such  as  it 

Propositionfl.         .    i  ,     i  i  •       ji        i        •       • 

might  have  been,  m  the  beginmng,  we 
shall  now  better  be  able  to  understand  the  true 
character  of  a  proposition. 

« 

^  Mill  holds  that  ^  an  abstract  name  is  the  name  of  an  attribute 
or  combination  of  attributes,  while  the  corresponding  concrete  is  a 
name  given  to  things  because  of,  and  in  order  to  express,  their 
possessing  that  attribute  or  that  combination  of  attributes.'  Logic, 

i-  6»  7- 
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If,  according  to  their  true  origin,  names  can  be 
called  the  names  of  concepts  only,  never  of  things  as 
apart  from  our  concepts,  it  follows  that  propositions 
alfio,  -which  consist  of  combinations  of  names,  are 
concerned  with  concepts  of  things,  not  with  things 
by  themselves,  whatever  that  may  mean.  A  propo- 
sition is  right  or  wrong,  if  it  conveys  the  true 
relation  between  two  names.  Whether  those  names 
are  right,  that  is  to  say,  whether  their  intension  has 
been  properly  defined  and  their  extension  properly 
limited,  is  a  question  that  has  to  be  settled  in  quite 
a  different  Court. 

It  might  be  useful,  in  order  to  avoid  misunder- 
standings,  to  distinguish  between  propo-   ^^^^ 
sitions  and  judgments,  reserving  the  latter    and  judg^ 
name  for  statements  of  fa<)ts,  supported  by       ^^^^ 
new  observations,  the  former  for  predications  of  one 
name  of  another,  according  to  their  present  definition. 
Formal  Logic,  however,  has,  properly  speaking,  to 
deal  with  the  mode  of  assent  only,  not  with  what  is 
assented  to.     The  definition  of  names  is  constantly 
changed,  is  narrowed  or  extended  by  new  observations, 
but  it  is  only  after  names  have  thus  been  defined  that 
they  become  proper  objects  for  propositions.  When  it 
was  believed  that  there  were  only  seven  planets,  the 
proposition  *  the  planets  are  seven  in  number '  was 
right.     When    it  was   found   that   the  number   of 
planets  is  greater  than  seven,  the  proposition  *  the 
planets   are   more   than  seven'  was   equally  right. 
Nor  do  I  see  that  we  should  gain  much  if  we  called 
the   latter  a  judgment,  the  former   a   proposition. 
They  are  both  propositions  ^  both  right  for  the  time 

*  See,  however,  Mill,  Logic,  i.  5,  i,  2. 

M  m 
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being,  and  all  that  logic  can  teach  us  is  that 
both  propositions  could  not  be  right  at  the  same 
time. 

A  name,  as  we  saw,  originated  with  a  sound  accom- 

Synonyma     P^^J^^g  ^^  ^^^s  ^^d  this  sound  was  meant 

and  Poly-     to  cxprcss  the  consciousuess  of  a  repeated 

onjmA.       ^^^   ^j^jg    consciousness  being   the  same 

thing  as  a  concept,  embodied  in  a  root.  By  pre- 
dicating these  conceptual  roots  of  this  or  that,  the 
earliest  framers  of  our  words  and  thoughts  arrived 
at  names  denoting  single  objects  by  one  attribute, 
but  being  applicable  to  an  indefinite  number  of  simi- 
lar objects.  By  usage,  however,  by  the  creation  of 
cognate  words,  or  by  the  adoption  of  distinguishing 
attributes,  the  extension  of  these  words  could  be 
more  and  more  restricted  and  defined,  until  some  of 
them  became  limited  to  the  narrowest  spheres,  be- 
came in  fact  singular  terms,  and,  in  some  cases, 
proper  names.  Before  names  reached  that  last 
stage,  language  and  thought  would  have  to  pass 
through  various  stages  in  which  the  same  name,  be- 
ing vaguely  connotative,  might  be  applied  to  many 
widely  different  things,  and  in  which  different  names, 
if  sharing  one  part  of  their  connotation  in  common, 
might  be  applied  to  one  and  the  same  thing. 

Digger,  for  instance,  might  signify  a  man,  a 
woman,  or  a  child,  nay,  even  an  animal ;  and,  under 
certain  conditions,  an  instrument  also,  such  as  a 
spade,  might  be  called  digger. 

On  the  other  hand,  names  such  as  Digger,  Cutter, 
Labourer,  Servant,  Male,  Child,  might  all  be  meant 
for  the  same  person,  according  to  different  acts, 
states,  or  qualities  which  we  notice  in  him. 
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I.  Name 


Things Things  (crvyww^). 

2.  Names  Names 


•  •  • 


Thing  (iroKvayvfiop), 

What  then  was  the  original  purpose  of  a  pro- 
position, a  sentence  consisting  at  least  of  Pnrpoeeof 
two  words,  of  which  one  is  predicated  of  ^"dication. 
the  other  ?  It  was  nothing  but  a  repetition  of  that 
act  of  predication  which  in  the  first  instance  led 
to  the  formation  of  words.  It  meant  to  say,  I  have 
called  X  a,  I  now  call  the  same  x  b.  The  true 
purpose  in  forming  a  name  was,  as  we  saw,  to  pre- 
dicate a  primitive  concept,  embodied  in  a  root,  of 
this  or  that  thing.  Our  purpose  in  forming  a  pro- 
position is  to  predicate  two  names  of  one  and  the 
same  thing,  signified  by  either  name.  In  saying 
*  this  man  digger,'  we  predicate  digger  of  this  man^ 
or  we  predicate  both  manhood  and  digging  of  one 
and  the  same  person.  Historically  this  is  the  only 
possible  way  in  which  propositions  could  be  and 
were  formed. 

The  subjects  of  propositions  may  be  singular,  dual, 
or  plural  according  as  we  predicate  diff- 

'  n  n  1         /•  /.       Singular, 

gmg  of  one  man,  of  a  couple  of  men,  or  of  Dual,  Piurai 
many  men.     The  dual,  however,  has  not  ^^  Umver»i 

,  i       P  •  A      Propoeitioiifl. 

always  a  separate  lorm  m  grammar.     A 
further  step  would  lead  us  from  many  to  all,  at  first 
by  saying  *  all  men  we  know  are  diggers,*  and,  lastly, 
by  stating  that  all  who  deserve  the  name  of  man 
deserve  also  the  name  of  digger.     I  use  the  word 

M  m  2 
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deBerve  in  order  to  show  that  the  decision  whether 
anything  should  have  such  a  name  or  not,  depends 
on  the  judgment  of  the  original  firamers  of  names, 
or  of  their  later  critics.  We  can  never  take  out  of  a 
name  more  than  we  have  put  into  it. 

This  explains  in  a  broad  way  the  historical  process 
by  which  men  arrived  at  particular  (including 
plural)  and  at  universal  (including  singular  and 
dual)  propositions,  and  it  explains  at  the  same  time 
why  the  universal  proposition  which  I  quoted,  '  all 
men  are  diggers/  is  wrong.  It  would  be  right  so  long 
as  we  knew  no  men  who  were  not  diggers ;  but  as 
soon  as  we  came  across  a  single  man  who  had  never 
dug,  the  proposition  would  be  wrong,  because  we 
should  know  one  person  at  least  to  whom  the  name 
of  man  was  applicable,  but  not  that  of  digger,  or, 
in  other  words,  the  sphere  of  man  would  be  larger 
to  us  by  one  than  the  sphere  of  diggers.  If,  how- 
ever, we  say  *  all  diggers  are  men,'  our  proposition 
can  never  be  contradicted  by  facts,  provided  we  have 
made  up  our  mind  not  to  allow  the  name  of  digger 
to  anything  which  does  not  deserve  the  name  of 
man.  Before  we  can  say  that  all  who  deserve  the 
name  of  digger  deserve  also  the  name  of  man,  we 
have  to  define  the  exact  denotation  of  man.  If, 
for  instance,  man  denoted  all  human  beings,  no 
being  deserving  the  name  of  digger  could  fail  to 
deserve  the  name  of  man.  But  if  man  denoted,  as 
it  often  does,  human  beings  of  the  male  sex  only, 
then  we  could  no  longer  say  that  all  diggers  are 
men,  because  we  know  of  women  also  who  are 
diggers. 

Here  language  has  often  availed  itself  of  the  gender 
of  nouns  to  make  propositions  more  definite.   Gender 
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is  originally  genus,  and  its  outward  signs  mark  broad 
genera  of  things,  and  in  the  end  the  most  ciMsification 
useful  genera  only,  those  of  masculine,  ^y  Gender, 
feminine,  and  neuter.  We  must  not  imagine  that 
gender  was  originally  intended  to  mark  sex  only. 
That  was  the  result  of  a  much  later  differentiation. 
Gender  came  in  by  the  introduction  of  a  certain 
clasB  of  nouns  in  which  names  of  women  predomi- 
nated. That  made  all  nouns  outside  that  class  not 
feminine,  i.  e.  masculine.  The  neuter  gender  has 
no  existence  at  all,  except  in  the  nominative  and 
accusative.  As  soon  then  as  a  language  has  fixed 
three  forms  for  '  digger-he/  '  digger-she,'  *  digger- 
it,'  our  propositions  become  at  once  more  narrow 
and  more  definite,  and  we   may  say  'all  digger-he 

<  man-he,'  *  all  digger-she  <  man-she.'  We  can  also 
form  propositions  of  *  digger-it,'  i.  e.  spade,  by  say- 
ing *all  digger-it  <  cutter-it,'  i.  e.  *  omnia  sarcula 
acuta'  or  '  omnia  sarcula  caedunt.' 

The  so-called  Copula  on  which  so  much  has  been 
written  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
the  nature  of  a  proposition  except  when  it 
conveys  at  the  same  time  the  modality,  i.e.  the 
actuality,  possibility,  or  necessity  of  a  judgment. 
Whether  I  say  homines  boni  or  homines  sunt 
boni,   my  meaning  is  the  same,  namely  homines 

=  boni.  All  auxiliary  verbs  are  merely  the  shadows 
of  verbs  which  originally  meant  to  grow,  to  dwell,  to 
turn,  to  breathe  \  and  many  languages  are  without 
them,  though  they  are  not  without  the  power  of  ex- 
pressing propositions.     Hobbes  (Leviathan,  iv.  46) 


^  M.  M.,  Hibbert  Lectures,  p.  197,  and  before,  p.  384. 
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saw  very  clearly  on  this  point,  and  no  more  need  be 
said  on  it. 

•  Others/  he  writes,  *  serve  to  show  the  con- 
sequence or  repugnance  of  one  name  to  another  ; 
as  when  one  saith,  a  man  is  a  body,  he  intendeth 
that  the  name  of  body  is  necessarily  consequent  to 
the  name  of  man  ;  as  being  but  several  names  of  the 
same  thing,  man ;  which  consequence  is  signified  by 
coupling  them  together  with  the  word  is.  And  as 
we  use  the  verb  is,  so  the  Latins  use  their  verb  est, 
and  the  Greeks  their  ecrri  through  all  its  declensions. 
Whether  all  other  nations  of  the  world  have  in  their 
several  languages  a  word  that  answereth  to  it^  or 
not,  I  cannot  tell ;  but  I  am  sure  they  have  no  need 
of  it.  For  the  placing  of  two  names  in  order  may 
serve  to  signify  their  consequence,  if  it  were  the 
custom  (for  custom  is  it  tliat  gives  words  their  force), 
as  well  as  the  words  ig,  or  be,  or  are,  and  the  like. 

'  And  if  it  were  so,  that  there  were  a  language 
without  any  verb  answerable  to  est,  or  is,  or  be,  yet 
the  men  that  used  it  would  be  not  a  jot  the  less 
capable  of  inferring,  concluding,  and  of  all  kind  of 
reasoning  than  were  the  Greeks  and  Latins.' 

If  now  we  compare  this  historical  process  of  the 
Proposition  fonnatiou  of  propositions  with  the  de- 
A8  defined  by  scriptioH  givcu  of  it  by  *  oue  of  the 
clearest  and  most  consecutive  thinkers 
whom  this  country  or  the  world  has  produced* 
(these  are  Mill's  words),  we  shall  find  that  Hobbes, 
though  utterly  ignorant  of  the  historical  antecedents 
of  language,  agrees  with  us  in  the  most  remarkable 
manner.  '  In  every  proposition,'  he  says,  '  what  is 
signified  is  the  belief  of  the  speaker  that  the  predi- 
cate is  a  name  of  the   same   thing   of  which  the 
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subject  is  the   name  ;    and  if  it  really  is  so,   the 
proposition  is  true/ 

Mill  admits  that  this  is  *  the  only  analysis  of  a 
proposition  which  is  rigorously  true  of  MiU'scri- 
all  propositions  without  exception/  But  ^icism  unjuat. 
he  evidently  has  not  seen  the  full  bearing  of  it,  still 
less  its  historical  justification.  He  thinks  it  is  en- 
tirely true  of  such  propositions  only  as  *  Tully  is 
Cicero,'  that  is  to  say  of  predicates  which  have  no 
connotation  at  all,  but  are  what  we  call  proper 
Bames.  Now  these  are  the  very  names  which,  as 
they  connote  nothing,  are  of  the  smallest  interest 
in  forming  propositions.  They  may  form  the  sub- 
ject, but  they  can  never  be  the  predicate  of  a  true 
proposition,  for  in  saying  *  This  is  Tully,  this  is 
Cicero,*  we  do  not  really  predicate,  but  we  simply 
name  *. 

But  why  does  Mill  imagine  that  the  explanation 
given  by  Hobbes  is  not  applicable  to  any  other 
propositions  ?  He  says,  '  A  bird  or  a  stone,  or  a  man 
or  a  wise  man,  means  simply  an  object  having  such 
and  such  attributes.  The  real  meaning  of  the  word 
man  is  those  attributes,  and  not  Smith,  Brown,  and 
the  remainder  of  the  individuals.  The  word  mortal, 
in  like  manner,  connotes  a  certain  attribute  or  attri- 
butes, and  when  we  say  "all  men  are  mortal,"  the 
meaning  of  the  proposition  is,  that  all  beings  which 
possess   the  one   set  of  attributes  possess  also  the 


*  'With  none  but  names  of  individuals  (or,  in  other  words, 
proper  names)  we  migbt,  by  pronouncing  the  name,  suggest  the  idea 
of  the  object,  but  we  could  not  assert  any  proposition,  except  the 
unmeaning  ones  formed  by  predicating  two  proper  names  of  one 
another.'     Mill,  Logic,  iv.  4,  3. 
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others  If,  in  our  experience,  the  attributes  con- 
noted by  man  are  always  accompanied  by  the  attri- 
bute connoted  bv  mortal,  it  will  follow  as  a  eon- 
sequence,  that  the  class  man  will  be  wholly  included 
in  the  class  mortal,  and  that  mortal  will  be  a  name 
of  all  things  of  which  man  is  a  name;  but  why? 
Those  objects  are  brought  under  the  name  by  pos- 
sessing the  attributes  connoted  by  it:  but  their 
possession  of  the  attributes  is  the  real  condition  on 
which  the  truth  of  the  proposition  depends,  not  their 
being  called  by  the  name.  Connotative  names  do 
not  precede,  but  follow  the  attributes  which  they 
connote.' 

It  is  clear  from  this  that  Mill  takes  name  as  some- 
thing given,  not  as  something  which  has  developed 
as  a  sign  by  which  an  indefinite  number  of  individuals 
can  be  denoted.  He  even  admits  that  'a  class  is 
absolutely  nothing  but  such  a  general  name  *^/  But 
is  a  name  given  ?  It  may  be  so  with  us,  but  what 
we  want  to  know  is  how  for  the  first  time  the  human 
mind  came  to  form  a  proposition.  Neither  name 
nor  concept  did  then  exist,  and  the  way  in  which 
they  were  formed  was  to  localise  a  root,  and  say, 
for  instance,  *  Dig-here,'  i.  e.  Digger.  This  name 
became  inevitably  a  general  term,  for  even  if  firet 
used  of  one  man,  it  could  likewise  be  used  of  others, 
it  could  form  a  dual  or  a  plural.  Now,  if  people 
wished  to  say  that  one  digger  or  many  diggers 
were  old,  perhaps  they  had  as  yet  no  name  for  old ; 
or   if  they  had,  that  name   meant  no   more   than 


^  Or,  as  Hobbes  expresses  it,  that  the  new  predicate  is  a  name 
of  the  same  thing  of  which  the  subject  is  the  name. 
«  Logic,  i.  5,  3. 
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*  decay-here/  i.  e.  a  decaying  one,  a  mortal.  How 
then  was  the  new  proposition  to  be  formed  ?  Simply 
by  making  the  predicate  (decay-here)  the  name 
of  the  same  thing  of  which  digger  was  the  name, 
by  saying  in  fact,  *  dig-here  =  decay-here/ 

At  a  later  time  this  process  became,  no  doubt, 
abbreviated,  by  saying  *fossor  mortalis,'  or  *fos- 
sores  moriuntur,'  but  the  original  process  can  still 
be  perceived  even  in  the  most  modern  propositions. 
We  see  everywhere  that  two  names  are  used  of  the 
same  subject,  or,  as  we  may  also  express  it,  that  the 
same  subject  is  called  by  two  names  and  referred 
to  two  classes.  When  I  say,  *  this  man  is  wise,'  I 
predicate  both  manhood  and  wisdom  of  the  same 
individual,  and  I  cannot  do  this  except  after  having 
framed  two  names.  *Connotative  names  do  not 
follow  the  attributes  which  they  connote,'  as  Mill 
imagines :  they  are  coincident  with  them,  or  may 
even  anticipate  them.  The  attributes  do  not  exist,  at 
least  f  o  r  u  s,  except  after  having  been  conceived  and 
named,  and  as  to  the  full  connotation,  that  of  course 
is  but  slowly  worked  out.  It  follows  the  name,  it  can- 
not precede  it.  The  connotation  of  man,  for  instance, 
suppose  it  meant  originally  the  measurer  or  thinker, 
is  not  exhausted  even  now,  because  the  full  intension 
of  the  name  has  not  yet  been  exhausted  and  defined, 
and  though  the  name  itself  has  been  used  for 
thousands  of  years,  we  cannot  tell  yet  what  man  is, 
or  all  we  mean  by  man.  After  names  have  been 
formed,  their  connotation  and  their  definition  are 
determined  more  and  more  accurately  by  slow  ex- 
perience, and  so  indirectly  are  our  propositions.  It  is 
quite  true,  for  instance,  that  such  a  proposition  as 
*the  diamond  is  combustible'  was  not  thought  of 
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when  the  words  *  Diamond'  and  'Combustible'  were 
first  framed.  Nor  would  it  have  been  right  to  bring 
these  two  words  together  in  a  proposition  at  any  time 
before  the  year  or  the  day  or  the  hour  when  the  first 
experiment  to  burn  a  diamond  had  proved  success- 
ful. But  as  soon  as  that  experiment  had  succeeded, 
the  indefinite  extension  of  the  word  incombustible 
became  narrowed,  that  of  combustible  became  en- 
larged, and  the  intension  of  the  word  diamond 
became  more  complete.  People  were  justified  then 
in  predicating  Combustible  of  Diamond,  or  to  predi- 
cate the  name  of  Combustible  of  the  same  thing  of 
which  the  name  of  Diamond  had  been  predicated, 
just  as  we  are  justified  in  predicating  either  sage 
or  fool  of  Socrates  the  moment  we  have  observed 
that  he  possesses  or  possessed  those  attributes  which, 
when  observed  in  other  persons,  we  call  wisdom  or 
folly. 

In  order  to  arrive  at  a  clear  understanding  of  the 

nature  of  a  proposition,  we  ought  to  see  that 

and  Ana-      particular  and  universal  are  really  the 

lyticaiPro-    q^xj^q   as   Synthetical    and    analytical 

positions.        .  T/»     T 

judgments.  If  I  say  '  some  men  are 
mortal/  the  proposition  is  purely  synthetical,  quite 
as  much  as  if  I  say  *  some  men  are  yellow/  I  simply 
assert  the  fact  that,  according  to  our  experience,  the 
names  man  and  mortal,  man  and  yellow,  happen  to  be 
predicable  of  the  same  individuals.  But  as  soon  as  I 
say  *  all  men  are  mortal,^  or  *  man  is  mortal,'  I  state 
not  simply  an  experience,  for  all  men  can  never  form 
the  subject  of  an  experience,  but  I  state  that  what- 
ever deserves  to  be  called  man,  deserves  also  to  be 
called  mortal ;  that  a  man  would  cease  to  be  called 
a  man,  if  he  ceased  to  grow  old,  that  growth  and 
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* 

decay  are  the  sine  qu4  non  of  what  we  call  man- 
hood. 

In  other  words,  the  truth  of  particular  and  syn- 
thetical propositions  depends  always  on  experience, 
the  truth  of  a  universal  proposition  depends  either 
on  analysis  or  on  the  knowledge  of  a  cause,  coupled 
in  many  cases  with  a  belief  in  the  uniformity  of 
nature.  If  I  say  some  men,  few  or  many,  are  mortal, 
I  assert  nothing  but  my  knowledge  of  a  fact.  My 
statement  may  be  true  or  false,  but  in  making  it,  I 
do  nothing  but  assert  its  correctness,  which  can  be 
proved  or  disproved  by  experience  or  by  experiment. 
In  universal  propositions,  on  the  contrary,  if  they  are 
analytical,  experience  is  no  longer  the  immediate 
test  of  truth. 

We  saw  that  the  statement  that  a  diamond  is 
incombustible  was  perfectly  right  till  the  experience 
of  burning  a  diamond  had  succeeded.  After  that 
it  was  right  to  form  a  synthetical  proposition,  this 
diamond  is  combustible,  and  after  many  such  ex- 
periments, many  diamonds  are  combustible.  If,  how- 
ever, on  the  strength  of  this,  people  went  on  to  say, 
all  diamonds  are  combustible,  they  acted  on  faith,  on 
faith  in  what  is  called  the  uniformity  of  nature.  Such 
faith  is  quite  justified  for  all  practical  purposes,  pro- 
vided we  always  understand  that  it  can  only  last  till 
the  contrary  is  proved. 

But  the  same  proposition,  all  diamonds  are  com- 
bustible, can  also  take  another  meaning,  when  I 
imply,  not  only  that  they  will,  but  that  they  must 
prove  combustible.  And  why  ?  Because  we  have 
discovered  something  in  the  nature  of  a  diamond 
which  necessitates  its  liability  to  combustion,  so 
much  so   that  if  we  saw  a   diamond  resisting  all 
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combustion,  we  should  feel  bound  to  say  that  it  was 
not  what  we  call  a  diamond,  and  ought,  at  all  events 
for  scientific  purposes,  to  be  called  by  another  name. 

It  has  often  been  stated  by  writers  on  Formal  Logic 
that  *  all  bodies  are  extended '  is  an  analytical,  *  all 
bodies  are  heavy'  a  synthetical  proposition.  The 
former  is  analytical,  because  extension  is  part  of  the 
intension  of  the  name  body,  or,  as  Mill  would  say.  is 
always  connoted  by  body.  The  other  is  synthetical  so 
long  as  we  mean  no  more  than  that  all  bodies  we  have 
ever  come  across  have  proved  to  be  heavy.  But  if 
we  are  able  to  prove  that  there  is  something  in  the 
nature  of  a  body  which  necessitates  its  liability  to 
weight,  our  proposition  would  again  become  ana- 
lytical, that  is  to  say,  we  should  feel  obliged  to 
invent  a  new  name,  instead  of  body,  for  something 
that  proves  to  be  imponderable  ^  *  Imponderable 
body'  would  become  as  contradictory  as  *unextended 
body'  or  as  *  square  circle.'  If  heavy  is  the  name 
given  to  something  which,  whether  we  hold  it  in 
our  hands  or  place  it  in  the  scales  of  a  balance,  pulls 
toward  the  centre  of  gravity,  then  the  proposition 
*  all  bodies  are  heavy'  is  as  much  universal,  as  much 
analytical  as  '  all  bodies  are  extended.' 

The  question  whether  the  proposition  '  all  bodies 
are  extended'  possesses  what  Kant  caUs  k  priori 
certainty,  does  not  concern  us  here.  But  it  is  impor- 
tant to  observe  that  while  Kant  in  his  *  Critique  of 
Pure  Reason  '  treated  the  proposition  *  all  bodies  are 
heavy'  as  derived  from  experience,  he  claims  for  it  in 
his  '  Metaphysische  Anfangsgriinde  der  Naturwissen- 


^  Dr.  Whewell    proposed   'imponderable   agencies'   instead   of 
'imponderable  substances.'     See  Mill,  Logic,  iii.  14,  6. 


PEOPOSITIONS   AND    SYLLOGISMS.  541 

schaft'  the  same  k  priori  certainty  as  for  the  pro- 
position *  all  bodies  are  extended/ 

A  better  acquaintance  with  the  antecedents  of  the 
words   which   we    employ   in   making    propositions 
would  often  show  us  how  many  of  them 
are  purely  tautological.    In  Sanskrit  one  p^^^^^ 
of  the  names  for  man  is  marta,  which 
means   mortal.     In  English,  too,  we   can   speak  of 
mortals  very  much  in  the  sense  of  men.     If  then  we 
were  to  say  *  all  mortals  are  mortal/  instead  of  *  all 
men  are  mortals/  we  should  see  at  once  that  our 
proposition  was  not  only  analytical,  but  tautological, 
that  we  used   not   different  names,  but   the    same 
name  both  as  subject  and  as  predicate. 

Much  the  same  applies  to  such  propositions  as  *  All 
roses  are  rosy,'  or  *  All  lilacs  are  lilac,'  only  that  after 
a  time  the  meaning  of  the  names  rose  or  lilac  may 
change  so  much  that  *  rosiness  '  or  *  lilacness,'  instead 
of  being  a  proprium,  becomes  a  mere  accident  of 
roses  and  lilacs,  in  which  case  we  must  be  content 
with  a  synthetical  instead  of  an  analytical  judgment. 
We  may  say,  *  Some  roses  are  rosy,'  but  language 
does  no  longer  allow  us  to  say  *  All  roses  are  rosy.' 

This  is  of  some  importance  for  the  formation  of 
syllogisms  also,  as  we  see,  if  we  tried  to   Tautological 
form  the  mood  Darii,  by  SyUogiama. 

All  mortals  are  mortal, 
Cajus  is  a  mortal. 
Therefore  Cajus  is  a  mortal. 

There  is,  no  doubt,  a  difference  in  the  genesis  of 
analytical  propositions,  some  being  self-evident  from 
the  first,  almost  tautological,  such  as  '  all  bodies  are 
extended,'  others  depending  on  the  discovery  of  a 
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reason  why,  as  for  instance,  *all  bodies  are  heavy/ 
But  in  the  eyes  of  Formal  Logic  they  both  stand 
on  the  same  level,  and  they  rest  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple, namely  that  we  may  or  may  not  assent  to 
use  two  words  of  the  same  thing.  If  in  spite  of 
the  fact  that  all  bodies  are  heavy,  we  go  on  to 
speak  of  imponderable  bodies,  we  do  it  at  our  own 
risk,  we  stretch  the  connotation  of  body  beyond  its 
proper  limits,  till  our  names  and  concepts  spUt,  and 
in  consequence  do  not  hold  water  for  the  purpose  of 
correct  reasoning.  But  whatever  view  we  take  of 
these  things,  the  definition  of  a  proposition  given  by 
Hobbes  will  always  turn  out  right,  and  in  full  agree- 
ment with  the  historical  process  by  which,  as  we  saw, 
the  human  mind  arrived  at  the  stage  of  propositions. 
Only  we  must  not  forget  that  a  name  is  more  than  a 
sound  and  a  sign,  that  it  is  something  inseparable  from 
our  concepts,  something  without  which  no  concepts 
could  exist.  If  we  bear  this  in  mind  it  will  no  longer 
sound  so  very  wonderful  that,  as  Hobbes  said,  in 
every  proposition  the  predicate  is  a  name  (i.  e.  con- 
cept) of  the  same  thing  of  which  the  subject  is  a 
name  (i.  e.  concept),  or  that  in  every  proposition  we 
bring  the  same  thing  under  two  names  and  concepts. 
If  we  represent  propositions  by  circles,  according 
Euier's  ^^  ^^^  sy stcm  invented  by  Euler  ^,  we  have 
Figurea.  ^jjy  ^^  substitute  the  extension  of  a  name 
for  that  of  the  concept,  or  rather  to  combine  the  two 
in  one,  and  everything  will  become  perfectly  clear. 

(i)  If  we  have  to  deal  with  two  names,  having 
exactly  the  same  meaning,  or,  as  logicians  say,  the 


^  Schopenhauer,  Werke,  vol.  ii.  p.  50. 
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same  connotation  and  denotation,  the  same  intension 
and  extension,  two  circles  exactly  covering  each  other 
would  represent  such  tautological  propositions  as : 

/  Homo  \ 

I         Rationale  I 


*  All  men  are  rational/ 

(2)  If  the  meaning  of  one  name  is  entirely  included 
in  that  of  another  name,  we  get  the  proposition  : 


*  Whatever  deserves  to  be  called  horse,  deserves  to  be 
called  animal,'  i.  e.  *  all  horses  are  animals/ 

(3)  If  the  meaning  of  one  name  is  completely  ex- 
hausted by  two  or  more  names  which  exclude  each 
other,  we  get  the  proposition : 


*  Whatever  deserves  to  be  called  angle  is  either  right, 
obtuse,  or  acute,'  or,  *all  angles  are  either  rights 
obtuse,  or  acute/ 
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(4)  If  two  names  are  applicable  to  the  same  thing, 
we  may  get  the  particular  proposition : 


*  Some  things  which  are  called  flowers  may  be  called 
red/  and  *  some  things  which  are  called  red  may  be 
called  flowers/  From  this  follows  also  another  pro- 
position, namely  that  some  flowers  may  not  be  red,  or 
that  some  red  things  may  not  be  flowers,  which  does 
not  add  much  to  our  knowledge. 

(5)  If  two  names  exclude  each  other,  but  are  both 
contained  in  another  name,  then  according  to  No.  2, 


'  All  that  is  called  water  deserves  to  be  called  matter,* 
and  *A11  that  is  called  earth,  deserves  to  be  called 
matter.^  According  to  No.  4,  *  Some  of  what  is  called 
matter  deserves  to  be  called  earth,  while  some  deserves 
to  be  called  water.'  According  to  No.  3,  'All  that 
deserves  to  be  called  matter,  is  either  water,  earth, 
or  something  else,  not  yet  named.'  Lastly,  *  Nothing 
that  may  be  called  earth  may  be  called  water,  though 
both  may  be  called  matter.' 

After  having  shown  how  closely  the  results  ol>- 
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tained  by   the  students  of  language   and   thought 

agree  with  the  views  advanced  by  Hobbes 

on  the  true  nature  of  propositions,  it  will 

not  be  necessary  to  say  more  than  a  few  words  about 

the  syllogism. 

Though,  as  I  remarked  before,  the  syllogism 
concerns  us  but  little  in  the  Science  of  Thought, 
yet  if  the  view  which  we  have  taken  of  a  proposition 
be  correct,  the  theory  of  the  syUogism,  which  is 
but  a  combination  of  propositions,  may  possibly  re- 
ceive some  new  light  also.  A  proposition,  as  we  saw, 
expresses  the  belief  of  the  speaker  that  the  predicate 
is  a  name  of  the  same  thing  of  which  the  subject 
is  the  name.  Given,  therefore,  two  propositions, 
having  one  name  in  common,  such  as  man,  in  *  Cajus 
is  a  man,'  '  all  men  are  mortal,'  the  syllogism  says 
that  an  individual  Cajus  is  nameable  by  the  name 
of  mortal,  because  he  is  nameable  by  the  name  of 
man  which  is  always  nameable  by  the  name  of 
mortaL  Or,  expressed  in  the  ordinary  language 
of  logic  ^,  '  Cajus  is  thought  as  contained  in  a  certain 
set  of  attributes  or  class,  because  contained  in  one 
which  that  set  or  class  contains.'  And  negatively, 
'  Cajus  is  nameable  by  the  name  of  man,  and  as  man 
ifl  never  nameable  by  the  name  of  bird,  therefore 
Cajus  is  not  nameable  by  the  name  of  bird.'  Or, 
expressed  in  the  ordinary  language  of  logic,  '  Cajus 
is  thought  88  excluded  from  a  certain  set  of  attri- 
butes or  class,  because  contained  in  one  which  that 
class  excludes.'  We  may  put  this  into  a  still  shorter 
form  by  saying  that  a  syUogism  expresses  the  beUef 
that  two  names  of  the  same  things  may  be  names 

^  T.  H.  Green,  Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  i6i. 

N  n 
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of  each  other.  If  Cajus  and  mortal  are  both  names 
of  the  same  thing,  namely  man  (whether  one,  many, 
or  all),  mortal  may  be  the  name  of  Cajus.  In  this 
we  take  no  account  of  the  character  of  the  premisses, 
whether  aflSrmative  or  negative,  whether  singular  or 
universal,  but  the  application  of  our  general  principle 
to  these  special  cases  will  cause  no  difficulty. 

The  ordinary  syllogism  is  often  no  more  than 
a  definition  of  synonyms,  or  a  correction  of  lan- 
guage ;  it  would  become  almost  superfluous,  if  the 
words  which  we  use  had  been  framed  according  to  a 
perfect  system,  and  not  at  haphazard.  For  instance, 
if  we  used  biped  as  synonymous  with  man,  a  syllo- 
gism would  at  once  help  to  correct  us.     We  should 

say: 

All  bipeds  are  men, 

A  sparrow  is  a  biped. 

Therefore  a  sparrow  is  a  man. 

Unless  then  we  are  willing  to  accept  this  conclusion, 
we  must  correct  the  definition  of  biped,  and  say : 

All  featherless  bipeds  are  men, 

A  sparrow  is  not  featherless. 
Therefore  a  sparrow  is  not  a  man. 

Logicians  have  pointed  out  long  ago  that  everything 
in  a  syUog^sm  depends  on  the  premisses,  and  that  if 
they  are  right,  we  really  want  no  conclusion  at  alL 
For  instance,  if  I  know  that  all  men  are  mortal, 
I  know  at  once  and  without  any  syllogistic  process 
that  the  man  Cajus  is  mortal,  for  otherwise  all  men 
would  not  be  mortal.  So  again,  if  I  know  that 
Cajus  is  a  man,  I  know  that  he  possesses  all  the 
properties  of  man,  and  among  them  that  of  mortality, 
which  the  major  asserts  as  a  universal  mark  of  man ; 
I  know  therefore  already  that  Cajus  is  mortal.     This 
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is  clearly  stated  by  Lotze,  when  he  says :  '  Instead 
of  proving  the  truth  of  the  conclusion  by  their  own 
independent  truth,  the  two  premisses  themselves  are 
only  true  on  the  supposition  of  its  truth,  and  this 
double  circle  seems  at  first  to  make  the  syllogism 
logically  quite  inoperative/  We  have  only  to  use 
mortal  in  the  sense  of  man,  and  the  circle  becomes 
evident : — 

All  mortals  are  mortal, 

Cajus  is  a  mortal. 
Therefore  Cajus  is  a  mortal. 

Tempting  as  the  further  elucidation  of  this  subject 
is,  this  is  not  the  place  for  it.  I  have  to  confine  my- 
self to  the  foundations  of  the  Science  of  Thought,  and 
it  must  be  left  to  the  formal  logician  to  work  out  the 
general  principles,  and  to  test  their  truth  by  applying 
them  to  all  the  minute  subdivisions  of  syllogistic 
reasoning. 


Nn  2 


CHAPTEK  X. 


CONCLUSION. 


If  any  patient  reader  has  followed  me  so  far  on 

a  path  which  I  know  quite  well  has  been 

we  gained?    neither  smooth  nor  pleasant^  I  should  not 

be   surprised  if  he  were  to   ask :  What 

then  have  we  achieved  with  all  our  toil  and  trouble  ? 

To  some  it  may  seem  very  little.     We  are  the  same, 

they  may  say,  as  we  were  at  the  beginning  of  our 

journey.     We  speak,  we  think,  we  reason,  as  we 

have  always  spoken,  and  thought,  and  reasoned,  and 

we  shall  never  achieve  much  more  in  this  life  than  to 

see  through  a  glass  darkly. 

It  may  be  so :  but  if  wisdom  consists  in  knowing 
our  ignorance,  to  know  that  we  see  through  a  glass 
darkly  would  represent  a  considerable  gain.  Still 
greater  would  be  the  gain,  if  we  knew  that  it  was 
*  through  the  glass/  that  is,  '  because  of  the  glass ' 
that  we  see  so  darkly,  and  greatest  of  all,  if  we  could 
find  out  what  that  glass  really  is  which  makes  us  see 
so  darkly. 

Now  this  has  been  the  very  object  of  our  toilsome 
journey.  We  have  found  out  that  the  glass  through 
which  we  see  darkly  is  language,  and  we  have  also 
discovered  something  in  the  very  nature  of  lan- 
guage which  accounts  for  its  partial  darkness  and 
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its  partial  light.  I  cannot  say  as  an  Alpine  guide 
might  say  to  his  friends,  upon  reaching  the  highest 
peak,  'Now  take  off  your  blue  spectacles,  and  see 
with  your  own  eyes/  On  the  contrary,  I  have  tried 
to  show  why  we  can  never  do  without  the  blue 
spectacles  of  language,  why  our  thought  must  always 
be  phenomenal,  that  is,  clothed  in  words.  But  to 
know  that  we  are  wearing  such  spectacles  is  some- 
thing, and  to  be  able  to  make  allowance  for  their 
colour  and  their  concavity  or  convexity  is  better  still, 
and  to  try  from  time  to  time  to  remove  the  dust 
and  mist  that  fall  and  gather  on  our  glasses  is  the 
best  of  all,  and  that  is  what  I  have  tried  to  do 
myself,  and  what  I  have  advised  my  friends  to  do 
likewise. 

No  one,  I  believe,  wiU  be  able  in  future  to  dispute 
the  fact  that  thought  without  language  or  Thought  and 
some  other  kind  of  embodiment  is  impos-  LM^uage 
sible.  What  we  have  been  in  the  habit  of  ^'^^p*™ 
calling  thought  is  but  the  reverse  of  a  coin  of  which 
the  obverse  is  articulate  sound,  while  the  current 
coin  is  one  and  indivisible,  neither  thought  nor  sound, 
but  word. 

Such  however  is  the  almost  irresistible  charm  of 
language  that  even  the  greatest  philo-  Logic  and 
sophers,  though  they  could  not  but  admit  Grammar, 
that  thought  without  language  was  a  mere  phantom, 
yet  continued  to  treat  of  thought  and  of  the  laws  of 
thought  as  if  they  existed  by  themselves.  Logicians 
particularly  were  very  eager  to  teach  us  that  the  laws 
of  thought  should  not  be  confounded  with  the  laws 
of  language,  that  logic  was  one  thing  and  grammar 
another,  that  logic  was  the  same  for  all  languages, 
grammar  something  peculiar  to  each.     As  if  logic 
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could  exist  anywhere  except  in  language,  manifested 
under  various  forms,  no  doubt,  but  realised  nowhere 
but  under  these  various  forms,  just  as  the  Beautiful 
is  realised  in  the  myriad  forms  of  nature.  Logic, 
as  a  kind  of  general  grammar,  has  been  abstracted 
from  the  grammars  of  the  world,  not  grammar  from 
logic. 

No  philosopher,  if  pressed  on  this  point,  is  able 

PhUoBophy    *^  deny  it.     I  gave  a  string  of  utterances 

deals  with     of  the  most  authoritativo  philosophers,  all 

^°*^*^^*     more  or  less  willingly  admitting  the  in- 

separableness  of  language  and  thought.      To  some 

it  seems  a  mere  truism,  to  others  a  truth  that  is 

inconvenient,  but  one  that  cannot  well  be   denied. 

But  as  to  drawing  the  inevitable  consequences,  as 

to  seeing  that  thought  lives   in  language,  and  in 

language  only,  and  that  philosophy  must  learn  to 

deal  with  language,  as  history  deals  with  events — 

not  one  philosopher  that  I  know  of  has  ever  dared 

to  say  so. 

For  the  sake  of  making  my  meaning  clear,  I  spoke 
just  now  of  language  as  spectacles,  but  in  reality 
language  constitutes  our  very  eyes.  Language  is 
the  true  organ  of  our  mind.  We  think  with  our 
words  as  we  see  with  our  eyes ;  and  we  must  not 
forget  that  even  our  eyes  are  only  lenses,  and  our 
words  only  instruments,  and  that  the  Self  who  seems 
to  see  and  the  Self  who  seems  to  think,  is  diflTerent 
both  from  the  eyes  and  from  the  words.  Who  that 
Self  is,  cannot  be  asked  or  answered  here.  If  life 
lasts,  I  mean  to  answer  it  in  another  treatise. 

At  present  I  only  recapitulate  what  I  have  tried 
to  establish  in  the  present  treatise,  namely,  that 
thought  is   impossible  without  language,  and  that 
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language  forms  the  organ  of  thought^  as  much  as 
the  eye  forms  the  organ  of  sight,  and  that  the  first,  if 
not  the  only,  subject  which  every  true  philosopher 
has  to  deal  with,  is  language. 

The  next  point  to  be  determined  was:  Can  we 
know  anything  of  this  organ?  We  study  Nature  of 
the  structure  of  the  eye  till  we  can  imitate  i-»n«a«go- 
it  by  a  kind  of  artificial  eye,  called  spectacles.  The 
theory  of  vision  has  revealed  many  secrets  to  us, 
has  warned  us  against  many  illusions,  has,  so  to 
say,  opened  our  eyes,  so  that  it  leaves  us,  in  the 
end,  aware  of  those  illusions,  even  though  unable  to 
iight  against  them. 

The  same  with  language.  Language  seemed  a 
very  mysterious  thing,  the  most  wonderfiil  gift 
bestowed  on  man  by  a  divine  power.  Whoever 
began  to  meditate  on  it,  felt  bewildered,  like  the 
naturalist  lost  in  a  primeval  forest,  and  the  wisest 
that  could  be  said  about  language  seemed  to  be 
that  it  was  beyond  human  conception.  And  now, 
how  different!  We  have  perhaps  not  been  as  suc- 
cessful yet  as  certain  physiologists  who  have  traced 
the  eye  and  the  faculty  of  vision  back  to  a  sore 
place  in  the  epidermis  of  one  of  our  ancestors.  But 
so  far  from  being  mysterious  and  wonderful,  language 
has  become  perfectly  simple  and  intelligible.  Give 
us  about  800  roots,  and  we  can  explain  the  largest 
dictionary ;  give  us  about  121  concepts,  and  we  can 
account  for  the  800  roots.  Even  these  121  concepts 
might  be  reduced  to  a  much  smaller  number,  if  we 
cared  to  do  so.  Any  one  who  examines  them  care- 
fully, will  see  how  easy  it  would  have  been  to  express 
to  dig  by  to  cut  or  to  strike;  to  bite  by  to  cut 
or  to  crush;    to  milk  by  to  squeeze;   to  glean  by 
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to  gather ;  to  steal  by  to  lift.  Many  concepts,  such 
as  to  cook,  to  roast,  to  measure,  to  dress,  to  adorn, 
belong  clearly  to  a  latter  phase  of  civilised  life. 
If  we  see  how  many  special  purposes  can  be 
served  by  one  such  root  as  I,  to  go,  or  PAiSf,  to 
fasten,  the  idea  that  a  dozen  of  roots  might  have 
been  made  to  supply  the  whole  wealth  of  our 
dictionary,  appears  in  itself  by  no  means  so  ridi- 
culous as  is  often  supposed.  However,  to  have 
reduced  all  our  thoughts  to  about  121  concepts, 
and  all  our  words  to  about  800  roots,  is  an  advance. 
We  need  no  longer  stare  at  language  as  something 
wonderful  by  its  complexity,  but  we  may  look  at 
it  intelligently,  gain  an  insight  into  it,  and  admire 
it  in  the  end  all  the  more,  not  for  its  wonderful  com- 
plexity, but  for  its  far  more  wonderful  simplicity. 
The  explanation  of  the  actual  origin  of  roots  must 
naturally  retain  something  of  an  hypo- 
^Language^  thctical  character,  like  the  solution  of  all 
BootB,  not  problems  which  carry  us  back  to  times 
^rVwU^  when  man  can  hardly  be  said  to  have 
been  man,  when  language  was  not  yet 
language,  and  reason  not  yet  reason.  We  cannot 
speak  dogmatically  about  those  far  off  regions,  but 
we  have  done  all  that  can  fairly  be  expected,  if 
we  suggest  an  explanation  that  is  possible  and 
intelligible.  Such  seems  to  me  Noird  s  suggestion 
that  roots  owe  their  origin  to  the  clamor  conco- 
mitans  of  our  early  social  acts.  I  look  upon  this 
clamor,  not  only  as  concomitans,  but  aa  signi- 
ficans,  namely  as  soon  as  it  is  used  for  the  purpose 
of  reminding  ourselves  and  others  of  these  acts  them- 
selves, and  I  therefore  see  the  true  origin  of  language 
and  thought  in  the  roots,  as  signs  of  our  acts. 
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It  is  of  these  our  own  self-willed  acts,  that  we 
become  conscious  without  any  effort,  and  not  till  we 
have  become  conscious  of  these  acts  as  acts,  that  is 
to  say,  as  perceived  in  their  results,  can  we  make  the 
next  step,  that  of  naming  the  results  of  our  acts  by 
the  roots  which  signify  these  acts.  Others,  however, 
place  the  origin  of  language,  not  in  the  roots  as  signs 
of  acts,  but  in  the  first  conceiving  and  naming  of  the 
objective  products  of  our  acts,  nor  do  I  deny  that 
language  may  be  so  defined  as  to  begin  with  nouns 
or  names  of  objects^  We  might  say  with  the  same 
right  that  the  organic  life  of  our  globe  begins  with 
stratified  rocks,  and  that  what  lies  beneath,  is  not 
yet  fertile  earth.  Nevertheless,  not  only  would  the 
regular  stratified  rocks  be  impossible  without  the 
underlying  volcanic  masses,  but  we  often  see  how 
they  break  through  the  stratified  rocks,  and  in  meta- 
morphic  layers  form  an  essential  part  of  them.  The 
same  applies  to  language  in  more  minute  detail 
than  we  imagine.  Those  who  consider  that  nothing 
deserves  the  name  of  language  that  is  not,  so  to 
say,  stratified  or  organic,  very  properly  begin  the 
history  of  language  with  the  names  of  objects.  I 
go  a  step  further  back,  and  date  that  history  from 
the  first  appearance  of  roots,  as  signs  of  self-willed 
acts,  because  it  was  by  these  roots  only,  that  after- 
wards the  objective  products  of  such  acts  could  at 
one  and  the  same  time  be  both  conceived  and 
named.  If  we  denied  the  name  of  language  to 
those  early  beginnings,  we  should  have  to  deny 
it   likewise  to  all  int^rjectional  and    mimetic    ex- 

*  Herder,  in  his  Essay  '  Uber  den  Ursprung  der  Sprache,'  says: 
*  Der  G^edanke  an  die  Sache  selbst  schwebte  noch  zwischen  dem 
Handlenden  and  der  Handlong/ 
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pressions.  In  one  sense,  this  would  be  perfectly  right ; 
but,  taking  languages,  such  as  they  are,  we  cannot  deny 
that,  within  a  limited  sphere,  we  make  use  of  inter- 
jections and  imitations  of  natural  sounds  for  the  sake  of 
communication.  Lastly,  while  others  would  prefer  to 
treatall  demonstrative  elements  as  a  kind  of  detritus 
of  earlier  roots,  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  not 
accept  them  as  real  survivals  of  a  period  of  speech 
during  which  pantomime,  gesture,  pointing  with  the 
fingers  to  actual  things  were  still  indispensable  in- 
gredients of  all  conversation.  StUl,  if  one  thinks 
of  the  distance  which  divides  us,  not  only  in  time 
and  space,  but  in  very  thought  from  the  men  whose 
mind  we  undertake  to  analyse,  one  shrinks  from 
making  any  positive  assertion.  If  anything  teaches 
us  the  lesson  that  what  is  likely  and  natural  is  not 
always  what  is  real,  it  is  a  study  of  language,  in 
which  anomaly  becomes  as  often  analogy,  as  analogy 
becomes  anomaly.  Many  times  have  I  envied  others 
the  gift  of  confident  assertion,  for  whenever  I  venture 
at  all  to  speak  about  the  origin  of  speech,  and  to 
reason  about  the  beginning  of  reason,  I  cannot  bring 
myself  to  say  more  than  may,  even  when  in  my  own 
mind  I  feel  as  convinced  as  possible  that  what  I 
state  must  have  been  as  I  state  it,  and  could  not 
have  been  otherwise.  I  willingly  admit  that  we 
may  so  define  language  as  to  exclude  interjections, 
demonstrative  elements,  and  even  roots.  But  to  me 
such  a  definition  seems  too  narrow,  and  to  leave 
a  most  important  and  difficult  phase  in  the  growth 
of  reason  and  language  unexplained. 

In  order  to  show  how  few  simple  elements  remain 
Radical  if  WO  aualysc  any  sentence  into  its  con- 
-Ajaaiysw.      stituent  element,  I  choose  the  first  para- 
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graph  of  a  leading  article  in  the  Times  of  Nov.  9th> 
1886: 

'  Eveiy  Englishman  is  entitled  to  his  grievance,  as 
may  be  proved  ont  of  Magna  Charta  and  the  Bill  of 
Eights.' 

Every  is  ever-each.  Ever,  A.S-  »fre,  goes  back 
to  Gothic  aivs,  Lat.  aevum,  Sk.  evam,  from  root  I, 
to  go. 

Each  is  d-lic,  L  e.  aye-like,  Germ,  jeglich,  fromd, 
Germ,  je,  and  this  from  the  same  root  I  (in  eva)»  and 
lie,  Sk.  dris,  from  root  DiRfif,  to  see. 

English-man.  English  and  England,  not  from 
angulus,  as  Beda  tells  us,  and  modem  historians  re- 
peat, but  from  the  Angrarii,  the  old  Angrivarii, 
mentioned  by  Tacitus^.  Ang-ra  was  probably  a 
proper  name  (possibly  connected  with  Ingae-vones) ; 
varii  is  the  A.  S.  ware,  from  root  YJR,  to  keep  off, 
to  guard.  Man,  from  root  MAN,  to  measure,  to 
think. 

Is,  from  root  AS,  to  breathe,  to  be  ;  Sk.  asti,  Gr. 
€<rri,  Lat.  est. 

Entitled,  from  title,  Lat.  titulus,  derived  from 
root  J5n,  to  consider,  to  honour,  Greek  t/-©,  ti-ax«7>  etc. ; 
or  for  sti-tulus,  i.  e.  what  is  stood  up  or  put  up 
(like  tabula),  from  root  STA,  to  stand. 

To,  demonstrative  element,  meaning,  direction 
towards  a  thing. 

His,  gen.  of  he,  demonstrative  element. 

Grievance,  from  old  French  grever,  Lat.  gra- 
vare,  to  burden,  and  this  from  gravis,  Gr.  jSa/auy,  Sk. 
guru,  Goth,  kaur-s ;  root  GiE,  otherwise  not  found 
in  Sanskrit. 

'  See  M.  M.'b  Chips  from  a  German  Workshop,  vol.  iii.  p.  123. 
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As,  for  also,  alswa,  A.  S.  eal  sw^  from  eal,  all, 
Goth,  all-s,  possibly  from  root  AL,  to  grow  (see 
P-  399)>  stnd  swd,  in  one  s  own  way,  from  Sk.  sva-s, 
suus. 

May,  from  A.  S.  mugan,  to  be  able,  root  MAmH, 
to  be  strong. 

Be,  from  root  BHU,  to  be,  to  grow. 

Proved,  from  0.  F.  prover,  Lat.  probare,  pro- 
bus,  good,  fit.  Probus  has  been  derived  by  Corssen 
from  Sk.  pra  +  bhu,  which  is  doubtftil. 

Out,  Sk.  ud,  forth,  demonstrative  element. 

Of,  Sk,  a  pa,  away,  demonstrative  element. 

Magna,  Lat.  magnus,  from  root  MAmH,  to  be 
strong. 

Charta,  Lat.  charta,  paper,  Gr.  x^P^^f  from  root 
SKiB,  to  shear. 

And,  Sanskrit  anti,  near. 

The,  demonstrative  element,  ta  in  Sanskrit. 

Bill,  Lat.  bulla,  what  bulges  out,  a  water  bubble, 
a  boss  (attached  to  a  document),  from  root  GAL,  to 
drop. 

Bights,  Lat.  rectum,  from  regere,  root  MnG,  to 
stretch. 

The  writer  of  this  article  in  the  Times  was  little 
aware  of  the  unbroken  threads  that  imited  his 
thoughts  and  words  with  the  earliest  utterances  of 
the  Aryan  race  :  and  yet  not  one  word  could  he  have 
written,  if  those  distant  ancestors  had  not  toiled  for 
him,  shaping  their  involuntary  social  cries  into  volun- 
tary signs,  and  elaborating  their  roots  and  words  till 
what  was  scratched  came  to  mean  a  charter,  and  what 
bubbled  up  became  bulla,  a  knob  or  round  seal 
attached  to  charters,  supplying  likewise  for  future 
ages  such  useful  words  as  Papal  bulls,  bulletins, 
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bullets,  billets,  bouleversements,  and  many  other 
more  or  less  serious  bubblea 

The  simplicity  of  our  language  has  now  been  ren- 
dered clear  to  everybody,  but  the  equal 
simplicity  of  our  thought  is  still  fex  from  T^gS.° 
being  recognised.  Even  those  who  see 
that  the  mind  cannot  possibly  do  anything  but  frame 
words  out  of  given  materials  and  employ  them  for  its 
own  purposes,  cannot  give  up  the  idea  that  there  is 
something  mysterious  in  that  employment,  something 
difficult  or  impossible  to  account  for  by  human  phi- 
losophy. And  yet  we  have  only  to  ask  ourselves 
what  we  are  doing  when  we  say  that  we  think,  in 
order  to  find  out  that  all  comes  back  to  a  is  b,  or  a  is 
not  b.  We  have  words  which  contain  all  that  we 
put  into  them,  neither  more  nor  less  ^  With  these 
words  we  form  propositions,  and  combinations  of 
propositions  which  we  call  syllogisms,  and  we  may 
try  what  we  like,  we  can  never  do  more. 

But  poetry,  it  is  objected,  is  surely  more  than  a 
mere  pouring  out  of  our  dictionaries,  and 
accurate  argument  more  than  a  fitting  to-     j^^!^^ 
gether  of  stray  words.     Yes,   there    is 
method  in  the  madness  of  poetry,  as  there  is  method 
in  the  dryest  argument.     But  poetry,  in  the  widest 
sense,  may  well  be  likened   to  a  shaking   of  the 
kaleidoscope  of  our  words  and  thoughts.    The  genius 
of  the  true  poet  consists  in  the  power  and  boldness 
vnth  which  he  can  stir  his  mental  kaleidoscope,  his 
taste  is  shown  in  retaining  those  combinations   of 


^  Thus  an  early  commentator  of  Aristotle  said :  Ov  del  irXcW  cm- 
Cfeaf  napa  rov  \6yov  fj  o<rov  lirtdfX"'^  4  ^^  irpoyfuirttv  mxfnp^UL     See 

Noir^,  Logos,  p.  173. 
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brilliant  gems  which  please  him  and  are  likely  to 
please  others  whom  he  wishes  to  please.  And  the 
most  closely  reasoned  argument  of  the  philosopher, 
what  is  it  but  a  careful  measuring  of  every  word,  and 
dovetailing  them  so  as  to  allow  of  no  breaks  or  gaps  ? 
We  are  so  accustomed  to  poetic  imagery  and  ex- 
aggerated rhapsodies  when  we  speak  of  our  mind, 
that  we  naturally  shrink  from  such  prosaic  views. 
But  here,  as  elsewhere,  we  must  remember  that 
things  remain  what  they  are,  even  though  we  bring 
them  under  new  categories.  Homer  remains  as  great 
a  poet  or  maker  as  ever,  even  though  we  can  clearly 
see  how  he  put  together  the  words  forming  the  in- 
vocation to  the  Muse,  asking  her  to  tell  him  of  the 
much-travelled  man  who  was  much  tossed  about, 
after  he  had  destroyed  the  sacred  city  of  Troy.  Nor 
does  our  admiration  of  Newton  grow  less  if  we  are 
told  that  he  discovered  the  law  of  gravitation,  not  by 
the  sight  of  a  falling  apple,  but  by  patient  addition  and 
subi^traction.  There  remains  mystery  enough  even 
after  we  have  examined  the  brushes  and  the  colours 
with  which  Eafael  created  his  Madonna  di  San 
Sisto,  but  to  my  mind  the  simpler  the  means  by 
which  the  grandest  triumphs  of  human  nature  were 
obtained,  the  more  wonderful  the  result. 

If  then  the  process  of  thought  is  so  simple  as  we 
saw,  not  less  simple,. at  least,  than  that  of 
the^Mind.^    specch,  it  follows,  that  the  complicated  ap- 
paratus which  had  been  postulated  by  most 
philosophers  for  the  performance  of  thought  in  its 
various  spheres  of  manifestation,  must  make  room 
for  much  plainer  machinery.     Instead  of  intuition, 
intellect,  understanding,  mind,  reason,  genius,  judg- 
ment, and  all  the  rest,  we  want  really  nothing  but  a 
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self-conscious  Monon,  capable  of  changing  all  that  is 
supplied  by  the  senses  into  percepts,  concepts,  and 
names.  These  changes  may  be  represented  as  some- 
thing very  marvellous,  and  we  may  imagine  any 
number  of  powers  and  faculties  for  the  performance 
of  them.  We  may  ascribe  the  change  of  sensations 
into  percepts  to  the  power  of  imagination  (Einbil- 
dungskraft)  ;  the  change  of  percepts  into  concepts 
to  the  understanding,  the  change  of  concepts  into 
names  to  the  Logos,  the  formation  of  propositions  to 
our  judgment,  and  the  formation  of  syllogisms  to  our 
reason.  We  may  employ  this  or  any  other  more  or 
less  mythological  terminology  for  the  so-called  facul- 
ties  of  the  mind.  But  we  may  also  adopt  a  far  more 
straightforward  process. 

If  we  simply  take  what  we  find  given  us,  what  we 
really  have  to  deal  with  are  names,  names 
which  represent  percepts,  which  represent 
sensations.  We  never  find  any  of  these  ingredients 
by  themselves.  Except  the  names  which  cannot  be 
argued  away,  everything  else  is  the  result  of  our  own 
scientific  analysis.  With  us,  as  self-conscious  Mona, 
even  sensations  never  exist  by  themselves.  They  re- 
main mere  irritations,  till  they  are  perceived.  After- 
wards, when  we  call  them  percepts,  or,  with  Kant, 
Anschauungen,  they  seem  to  be  something  by 
themselves,  but  again  they  are  not.  We  never  have 
a  percept  or  an  Anschauung,  except  we  can  lay  hold 
of  it  conceptually.  We  often  look  at  a  picture  of 
Tintoretto's,  without  knowing  what  it  is.  For  a 
time  we  see  nothing  but  colour  and  chaos,  and 
emerging  fi*om  it  here  and  there  something  like  a 
leg,  or  a  hoof,  or  a  cloud,  till  gradually  we  discover 
the  outlines  of  men  and  women  and  houses  and  trees, 
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that  is  to  say,  we  bring  our  percepts  (Anschauungen) 
under  concepts  (Be griff e).  We  now  say  that  we 
understand  and  comprehend  the  picture,  while  before 
we  only  stared  at  it  and  were  irritated  by  the  sensa- 
tions  which  it  produced  on  our  retina.  And  as  it  is 
with  a  picture,  so  it  is  with  reality,  though  we  are 
hardly  aware  of  it.  When  we  see  some  motion 
among  the  branches  of  distant  trees,  we  do  not  know 
yet  whether  it  is  something  that  moves  by  itself  or 
something  that  is  moved.  As  soon  as  we  perceive  a 
body  moving  through  the  branches,  we  know  it  must 
be  an  animal,  whether  a  bird,  or  a  deer,  or  a  man. 
As  soon  as  we  observe  four  legs,  we  know  it  is  some 
quadruped,  and  when  we  remark  its  antlers  and  its 
fallow  skin,  we  know  it  is  a  stag.  This  process  goes 
on  constantly,  but  it  goes  on  so  quickly  that  we  axe 
hardly  aware  how  we  try  on  concept  after  concept 
from  body,  animal,  quadruped,  deer  down  to  stag,  till 
at  last  we  find  the  concept  that  really  fits.  But  the 
shot  is  fired  before  the  animal  has  time  to  run  away. 
And  this  applies  to  every  percept.  We  do  not  per- 
ceive green,  till  we  conceive  a  colour  that  might  be 
blue,  or  yellow,  or  grey,  but  is  by  us  conceived  as 
green.  We  do  not  perceive  ten,  till  we  have  counted 
twice  five,  or  five  times  two,  or  some  number,  i.  e. 
concept,  which  is  more  than  nine  and  less  than 
eleven.  And  if  we  cannot  perceive  without  con- 
ceiving, neither  can  we  conceive  without  naming. 
We  may  name  ten  by  2  x  5  or  5  x  2,  or  9  +  i,  or  by 
1 1  —  I ,  but  without  some  such  name  ten  does  not 
exist  for  us.  Nor  does  green,  nor  does  stag,  nor  does 
deer,  or  quadruped,  or  animal,  or  body,  or  something 
or  nothing. 

If  then  we  have  learnt  how  we  name,  we  have 
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learnt  also  how  we  conceive  and  perceive,  in  fact  we 
know,  what  we  wanted  to  know,  how  we  think.    The 
material  of  thought  is,  no  doubt,  given  us,  but  we 
cannot  even  perceive  it  without  first  submitting  it  to 
the  forms  of  sensuous  intuition  and  to  our  categories. 
Kant's  so-called  forms  of  intuition  amount  to  no 
more  than  that  whatever  is  to  exist  for  us,  must  be  in 
some  place  and  at  some  time.     What  is  nowhere  and 
never,  is  to  us  as  if  it  were  not.    As  to  the  categories 
or  the  forms  of  our  understanding,  we  mean  no  more 
by  them  than  that  without  these  forms  of  synthesis 
we  could  not  understand  anything  that  is  given  to  us 
in  space  and  time.    They  are  the  simplest  necessities  : 
they  are  what  we  cannot  do  without,  however  hard  we 
try.     How  could  we  imderstand  what  is  given  to  us, 
unless  we  applied  to  it  the  category  of  causality,  that  is, 
unless  we  accepted  our  sensations  as  caused  by  some- 
thing in  time  and  space  ?     It  is  thus  that  we  get  an 
objective  world,  but  in  it  again,  we  cannot  understand 
any  object,  unless  we  take  it  as  a  substance  endowed 
with  qualities.    Having  thus  applied  the  fundamental 
categories  of  ova-la  and  -ttoxoV,  all  the  others  follow  in 
regular  succession,  and  the  world  of  thought  is  finished, 
before  we  are  aware  of  it.     Given  a  self-conscious 
Monon,  capable  of  adding  and  substracting,  and  there 
is  nothing  which  can  properly  be  called  thought,  from 
the  hymns  of  the  Veda  to  the  last  poem  of  Browning, 
that  is  not  perfectly  intelligible  in  its  structure.    Let 
those  who  doubt  it,  try  the  experiment,  and  they  will 
see  that  the  Science  of  Thought  has  really  solved  the 
riddle  which  it  undertook  to  solve. 

I  know,  of  course,  that  every  effort  will  be  made 
to  controvert  the  conclusions  at  which  we  have 
arrived.     If  this  were  true,  it  will  be  said,  if  all 
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thought  were  embodied  in'  words,  if  to  think  were 
Verbal  know-  to  speak,  if  to  TcasoH  were  to  combine  and 
ie<Jg©-  to  separate,  all  our  knowledge  would  be 
merely  verbal  —  a  conclusion  sure  to  horrify  not 
only  the  intellect,  but  the  common  sense  of  our 
age.  'Merely  verbal,'  'merely  nominal,'  are  the 
most  condemnatory  terms  by  wliich  in  our  days 
knowledge  can  be  qualified.  I  have  nothing  to 
say  against  this  contempt  of  mere  words ;  I  should 
share  it,  if  only  I  could  ever  meet  with  mere 
words,  mere  flatus  vocis.  Mere  words  have  no 
existence  at  all  except  in  dictionaries,  where  they 
are  perfectly  harmless,  and  in  the  brains  of  cer- 
tain philosophers,  where  we  cannot  say  quite  the 
same  of  them.  But  leave  out  the  mere,  and  no 
man  of  common  intellect  or  common  sense  will  main- 
tain that  we  can  ever  know  anything  except  through 
words.  There  are  some  brave  disputants  who  assure 
us  that  they  do  not  care  for  words,  but  for  facts  only. 
We  know  gold  and  silver,  copper  and  brass,  they  say, 
which  we  can  see  and  touch  and  assay  without  using 
any  words  at  all.  Their  names  tell  us  nothing,  all 
that  we  know  of  them  we  know  through  our  eyes  or 
through  our  hands.  Leave  us  our  things,  we  leave 
you  your  words. 

But  what  are  things  ?  Things,  as  Dr.  Lewins 
has  well  said,  are  thinks,  and  thinks,  I  add,  are 
words.  Who  ever  knew  a  thing,  if  by  thing  is 
meant  what  is  independent  of  thought  ?  And  who 
ever  knew  a  thought,  if  by  thought  is  meant  some- 
thing  independent  of  language  ?  We  speak  of  gold, 
but  how  do  we  know  gold  1  Certainly  not 
by  our  eyes.  Our  eyes  may  receiye  the 
reflection  of  gold,  but  that  is  a  subjective  impression 
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only,  which  comes  and  goes  without  even  becoming 
an  object  to  us,  till  we  ourselves  translate  certain 
impressions  into  a  percept,  till  our  knowledge  becomes 
subjective,  and  what  we  know  becomes  objective  to 
us.  What  we  afterwards  call  gold,  is  at  first  a  very 
vague  object,  something  to  be  handled,  to  be  kept 
or  thrown  away,  and  no  more.  It  is  not  yet  even 
a  stone  or  a  metal  to  us,  for  how  should  we  know 
anything  of  stones  or  metals,  precious  or  otherwise, 
before  we  have  even  the  names  of  them  ?  There 
are  languages  without  names  for  gold,  and  many 
DQore  without  names  for  metal,  and  the  utmost  we 
can  expect  as  a  first  attempt  at  knowing  gold,  would 
be  something  we  like  to  keep,  something  that  pleases 
lis,  something  that  glitters,  and  no  more. 

Then,  how  do  we  come  to  know  gold?  Of  course 
we  begin  with  our  senses,  and  with  the  percepts 
or  intuitions  with  which  they  supply  us.  On  them 
all  our  knowledge  and  language  are  founded,  but 
they  by  themselves  are  neither  knowledge  nor  lan- 
guage. Our  percepts  become  knowledge  by  being 
named,  and  they  become  named  by  being  conceived. 
We  distinguish  these  three  stages,  but  we  cannot 
imagine  their  separate  existence.  A  perception  per 
se  would  be  a  dull  state  of  sensuous  tremor;  a  name 
by  itself  would  be  a  mere  sound  ;  a  concept  by  itself 
would  be  even  less  than  a  sound.  Percepts  by 
themselves  are  nothing,  concepts  by  themselves  are 
nothing,  names  by  themselves  are  nothing,  but  the 
three  together  are  knowledge.  The  steps  leading 
up  to  a  knowledge  of  gold  must  have  been  very 
gradual.  At  first,  what  we  now  call  gold,  would 
probably  have  been  no  more  than  what  was  'dug 
up.*     It  would  have  been  known  as  the  result  of 
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digging,  and  called  by  a  name  derived  from  the 
clamor  concomitans  of  digging,  such  as  SAK  or 
KHAN^.  Or  it  might  have  been  classed  among 
glittering  things,  and  been  called  rukma,  vasu, 
A;andra,  ar^una,  all  names  of  bright  things,  and 
especially  of  gold  in  Sanskrit.  Nor  can  I  bring 
myself  to  believe,  when  Sanskrit  possessed  so  many 
names  for  gold,  that  the  most  common  name  of  all, 
namely  hiranya,  should  not  come  from  an  Aryan 
root.  There  is  the  root  HiR,  with  the  meaning 
of  brightness,  which  yielded,  as  we  saw 2,  many  names 
of  bright  colours.  From  it  comes  har-ina,  Zend 
zairina,  Old  Slav,  zelenti,  gold,  which  would  account 
for  Greek  ^(Xowo^,  a  rare  name  for  gold,  quoted  by 
Hesychius.  By  the  side  of  harina,  we  have  in  San- 
skrit harita,  a  Vedic  name  for  gold,  Zend  hairita, 
identified  with  Lith.  geltas,  and  Old  Slav,  zl&tti. 
Can  we  suppose  that  the  Greek  x/^i^-o-of  is  uncon- 
nected with  these  words,  and  borrowed  from  Hebrew 
ch4rAz,  or  Assyrian  hur&su,  as  Hehn,  Benfey,  and 
Schrader  suggest?  First  of  all,  ch4rAz  is  a  scarce 
and  poetical  name  for  gold  in  Hebrew ;  secondly, 
why  should  chkvAz  have  been  pronounced  xP^a-og'i 
Words  ending  in  0-09  are  very  uncommon  in  Greek, 
but  if  har  can  become  zlti  in  Old  Slavonic,  it  may 
have  become  x/>o  in  Greek,  and  a  derivative  xpor-*©?^ 
would  regularly  have  become  -xpoa-og  in  Greek,  so 
that  the  only  anomaly  is  the  transition  of  o  into 
V,  which  in   a  name    passing,  it  may  be,  through 

^  The  Hebrew  chariiz,  gold,  comes  from  a  root  meamng  to  cut, 
to  dig.     Should  nishka  stand  for  niA-shka? 

'  Page  304. 

^  The  change  of  suffixes  is  dialectic,  as  in  Spy~vpos,  silver,  Lat. 
arg-entum. 
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the  mouths  of  foreign  miners,  may  be  excusable, 
though  I  say  no  more^ 

Gold  therefore,  when  called  xpva-o^  in  Greek,  was 
conceived  as  the  glittering,  from  the  root  HiR,  while 
another  root,  VAS,  to  shine,  accounts  for  the  Sk.  vasu, 
gold,  and  for  the  Latin  aurum  (aurora),  for  ausum. 

It  may,  no  doubt,  be  said  that  to  know  gold  simply 
as  what  is  dug  up  or  what  glitters,  is  not  much ;  but 
though  it  is  not  much  of  knowledge,  it  is  knowledge ; 
and  that  is  much,  that  is  in  fact  what  constitutes 
our  intellect,  as  distinguished  from  our  senses.  With 
every  new  concept  there  may  be  a  new  name,  with 
every  new  name  there  will  be  more  knowledge, 
and  that  knowledge,  though  it  is  certainly  verbal 
or  nominal,  is  not  what  can  be  called  merely  verbal 
or  merely  nominal.  Whoever  called  a  particular 
kind  of  dug  up  ore  glitter  or  xpva-os^  had  an  object 
in  calling  it  so,  and  by  calling  it  so  he  could  for 
a  time  distinguish  it,  sufficiently  for  all  practical 
purposes,  from  other  kinds  of  ore.  Having  once 
framed  that  name  and  retained  it,  whatever  new 
qualities  a  miner  discovered  as  distinguishing  this 
glitter  from  other  kinds  of  glitters,  would  be  added 
to  its  distinguishing  features,  or  its  connotation, 
as  we  call  it ;  but  every  one  of  these  qualities  would 
again  be  known  only  on  condition  of  its  being 
named.  Suppose  it  was  discovered  that  gold,  when 
struck  would  not  break,  but  bend,  thoughtless  people, 
savages  as  we  call  them,  would  simply  throw  away 
what  would  not  bend,  and  keep  what  would  bend 
or  break  into  smaller  stones,  if  smaller  stones  were 
wanted  for  buUding  or  some  other  purpose.     They 

^  On  roots  ending  in  ar  or  ru,  see  p.  365 ;   and  Bmgmann, 
Gmndriss,  §  80. 
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might  then  (if  they  had  a  name  for  useless  things), 
call  gold  rubbish,  but  not  till  they  had  name  and 
concept,  or  concept  and  name  for  soft,  could  they 
call  gold  soft  or  malleable.  And  what  was  soft  ? 
What  could  be  struck  without  breaking,  what  yielded, 
was  pliant,  flexible,  could  be  rubbed  till  it  became 
smooth  and  glittering.  That  was  called  soft,  mollis, 
Sk.  m?'?'d-u,  from  MiRD,  to  rub  down.  And  it  was  the 
same  with  all  other  qualities  which  were  discovered 
in  gold.  They  could  never  be  said  to  be  discovered 
until  they  were  named.  People  could  not  say  that 
gold  was  not  brittle,  unless  they  had  the  notio  and 
the  nomen  of  brittle,  i.e.  breakable.  They  could 
not  call  it  ductile,  without  having  elaborated  the 
concept  of  drawing  out,  nor  could  they  call  it  by  any 
other  name,  until  they  had  elaborated  a  name  with 
which,  as  if  with  a  pair  of  tongs,  they  could  lift  a  piece 
of  gold  from  out  a  rubbish-heap  of  sensations  in  which 
it  was  hidden.  It  is  a  long  way,  no  doubt,  from  glit- 
tering and  malleable  to  specific  gravity  of  19-3,  but 
every  step  on  that  long  road  was  made  like  the  first. 
It  was  a  constant  repetition  of  conceiving  and  naming, 
of  naming  and  conceiving,  which  led  to  what  we  call 
true  knowledge,  and  such  true  knowledge  is  always 
nominal  and  verbal,  nor  can  it  be  anything  else. 

Of  course  it  will  be  said  by  the  despisers  of  what 
is  called  verbal  knowledge,  that  such  knowledge 
would  not  help  us  to  distinguish  between  a  sovereign 
and  a  brass  penny.  But  they  forget  that  we  should 
not  know  either  a  gold  sovereign  or  a  brass  penny 
without  a  name,  that  every  name  includes  knowledge, 
and  that  it  is  only  after  we  know  what  specific 
gravity  means  that  we  can  weigh  a  sovereign  and 
a  penny,  and   distinguish  one  from  the   other.      It 
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is  true,  we  cannot  wrap  up  all  the  qualities  of  gold 
in  one  name ;  one  name  can  express  one  quality 
only,  and  by  no  means  always  the  most  important. 
The  rest,  however,  are  connoted  and  implied,  and 
true  knowledge  consists  in  knowing  both  the  no- 
tation and  connotation  of  names.  We  might  call 
gold,  for  instance,  the  enemy  of  Aqua  Eegia  or 
nitro-muriatic  acid,  because  that  alone  is  able  to 
dissolve  or  conquer  gold ;  but  even  in  that  case  we 
should  have  only  one  quality  of  gold  actually  ex- 
pressed by  its  name,  the  rest  being  understood. 

We  see  therefore  that  we  must  always  begin  with 
sensuous  irritation  and  intuition,  but  that  intuition  by 
itself  is  not  knowledge,  conception  by  itself  is  not 
knowledge,  name  by  itself  is  not  knowledge.  The 
three  together  only  represent  what  we  mean  by 
knowledge,  and  the  final  embodiment  of  that  know- 
ledge is  the  word. 

This  will  become  still  clearer,  if  we  examine  a  few 
names,  not  of  tangible  objects,  such  as 
gold,  but  of  concepts  to  which  nothing 
tangible  corresponds,  and  whidi  are  nevertheless 
the  most  important  ingredients  of  what  we  call 
knowledge.  There  is  nothing  tangible,  for  instance, 
that  corresponds  to  the  name  of  matter.  We  can 
touch  gold,  stone,  and  wood,  but  we  never  can  toucli 
matter,  as  such.  If  we  look  to  the  history  of  the 
word  matter,  we  know,  of  course,  that  it  was  the 
Latin  materies,  used  originally  in  the  sense  of  the 
solid  wood  of  a  tree,  then  of  wood  or  timber  for 
building.  That  concept,  having  once  been  formed, 
was  generalised  so  as  to  mean  anything  substantial 
out  of  which  something  was  shaped  and  fashioned, 
and  a  distinction  soon  arose  between  the  form,  for 
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instance,  of  a  wooden  statue,  and  its  substance  or 
materies.  Here  it  was  still  wood,  but  soon,  when 
statues  were  made  of  metal  or  marble,  these  also 
were  called  materies.  And  when  the  question  came 
to  be  asked  what  other  things,  and  what  the  whole 
world  was  made  of,  what  should  it  be  called  but 
again  materies,  or  matter?  Thus  we  came  into 
possession  of  matter,  a  word  to  which  nothing  tangible 
can  correspond,  but  which  nevertheless  has  occupied 
the  mind  of  the  best  thinkers  more  perhaps  than 
any  other  word.  Our  age  is  said  to  suffer  from 
materialism,  to  be  materialistic,  and  the  mere  name 
is  supposed  to  convey  a  severe  condemnation.  But 
what  is  the  real  meaning  of  matter,  and  how  can 
we  determine  it?  In  this  case  we  surely  know 
nothing  but  the  name.  The  senses  can  give  us 
no  information,  for  it  is  exactlv  what  the  senses 
do  not  present  to  us  that  we  call  matter.  But  when 
I  say  that  we  know  matter  by  its  name  only,  I  do  not 
mean  the  sound  produced  by  the  letters  m,  a,  t,  t,  e,  r, 
I  mean  the  name,  as  name,  as  nomen  and  notio,  and 
that  name  conveys  neither  more  nor  less  than  has 
been  put  into  it  by  those  who  use  it. 

If  that  name  had  been  used  by  philosophers  only, 
or  by  men  who  weigh  their  words,  and  who,  by 
means  of  a  definition,  can  tell  us  exactly  how  much 
each  word  weighs,  there  would  have  been  much  less 
difficulty.  But  names  are  used  by  the  wise  and  the 
foolish,  and  the  foolish,  as  we  know,  are  in  such 
an  immense  majority  that  the  wonder  is  that  words 
have  any  definite  sense  left  at  all  With  the  people 
at  large,  matter  can  mean  almost  anything.  What 
is  the  matter,  they  say.  They  speak  of  decaying 
matter,  of  important  matters,  and  if  you  asked  them 
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what  was  the  real  meaning  of  matter,  they  would 
probably  use  a  most  convenient  verb,  and  reply,  *  It 
does  not  matter.' 

It  is  diflferent  with  philosophers.  They  must  be 
ready  to  give  a  definition  of  every  word  they  use. 
They  need  not  agree  in  their  definitions  of  matter, 
and  we  know  that  they  do  not  agree,  but  at  all  events 
whatever  they  know  of  matter  is  embodied  in  that 
word,  and  in  its  definition,  which  consists  again  of 
words. 

If  we  asked  our  most  advanced  philosophers  what 
they  mean  by  matter,  they  would  probably  say  that 
it  is  the  most  general  name  for  whatever  acts  on  our 
senses,  what  in  German  is  called  by  a  most  telling 
word,  wirklich,  i.  e.  real,  because  working  on  us. 
I  have  tried  to  show  (page  248)  why  Mill's  defi- 
nition of  matter  as  *the  permanent  possibility  of 
sensation'  is  faulty.  But  I  am  quite  willing  to 
admit  that  matter  may  be  called  the  objective  cause 
of  all  that  we  perceive.  For  the  very  reason,  how- 
ever, that  it  is  a  cause,  matter  can  never  fall  under 
the  cognisance  of  our  senses.  All  that  we  can 
predicate  of  matter  is  that  it  causes  our  sensations, 
that  it  exists  in  space  and  time,  that  it  is  one,  but 
appears  under  an  endless  variety  of  phenomenal 
forms,  that  it  remains  unchanged  in  the  change 
of  outward  appearances.  It  differs  from  the  Ding 
an  sich,  because  this,  according  to  Kant,  is  beyond 
the  forms  of  sensuous  intuition  (space  and  time), 
and  beyond  the  category  of  causality ;  and  it  may  be 
distinguished,  at  least  in  German,  from  stuff' (Stoff), 
which  means  actual  matter,  or  matter  in  the  form  in 
which  it  appears  to  our  senses.  Stuff  changes  and 
decays,  matter  is  supposed  to  remain  the  same. 
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All  this  is  embodied  in  the  word  matter,  and 
except  this  word,  there  is  no  other  vessel  to  hold 
all  that  it  contains  or  means.  We  could  not  even 
define  matter  by  a  higher  genus  to  which  it  and 
other  things  belong,  for  substance,  which  may  seem 
to  be  a  higher  genus,  if  supposed  to  be  without  the 
qualifications  of  extension,  is  only  a  more  abstract 
name  for  matter.  The  two  words  are  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  synonymous,  and  the  one  comprises 
no  more  than  the  other.  It  is  quite  true  that  the 
meaning  of  a  name  may  change,  nay,  that  different 
authorities  may  give  different  interpretations  of  the 
same  name.  But  that  is  also  the  fate  of  all  our 
knowledge.  It  changes  and,  we  hope,  it  grows. 
We  know  more  of  gold  than  Aristotle  did,  and  there- 
fore the  name  means  more  to  us  than  it  did  to  him. 
A  philosopher  knows  more  of  matter  than  a  plough- 
boy  does,  and  therefore  the  same  word  conveys  very 
different  meanings  to  the  one  and  the  other.  But 
whatever  meaning  it  conveys  is  embalmed  in  the 
name,  which  contains  to  every  man  exactly  what  he 
has  found  in  it  or  what  he  has  added  to  it. 

People  are  very  apt  to  speak  contemptuously  of 
quarrels  about  names,  or,  as  the  favourite 

Materialism.        ,  -0    i    •      .i       /«    i 

phrase  goes,  mere  names.  Uut  is  the  tight 
about  Materialism  which  fills  all  our  books  and 
journals  a  mere  fight  about  words?  Is  it  simply 
a  question  whether  we  should  call  matter  materies, 
or  hyle,  or  Stoff?  Hardly,  for  such  a  question 
would  not  stir  our  hearts  or  rouse  our  passions  as 
they  are  roused  when  the  issues  of  Materialism 
are  discussed.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  matter  to 
rouse  our  passions,  or  to  excite  our  approval  or 
disapproval.     Matter  is  all  that  is  given  us  to  know. 
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It  is  immense,  it  is  marvellous,  it  is  incomprehen- 
sible, or,  at  all  events,  what  we  can  comprehend 
of  it,  is  but  a  very  small  portion,  and  yet  that 
small  portion  constitutes  nearly  the  whole  wisdom 
of  the  human  race.  Why  then  should  we  be  angry 
with  matter,  matter  which,  when  it  was  called  by 
the  more  poetical  name  of  Nature,  has  been  called 
a  kind  mother,  and  has  been  worshipped  among  the 
ancient  gods  of  the  world  ? 

There  is  no  harm  in  matter,  unless  we  put  harm 
into  it.  And  this  is  what  we  do,  if  we  forget  that 
matter  is  always  objective,  and  therefore  impossible 
without  a  subject,  that  it  is  one-half  only,  and 
cannot  be  the  whole  of  the  world.  Matter  could 
not  exist  without  us,  I  do  not  mean  without  any 
single  individual,  but  without  that  subjective  and 
knowing  side  of  the  world  which  we  represent  as 
opposed  to  the  objective  or  known  side.  Materialism 
may  in  one  sense  be  said  to  be  a  grammatical  blunder; 
it  is  the  misapplication  of  a  word  which  can  be  used 
in  an  oblique  case  only,  but  which  Materialists  use 
in  the  nominative.  In  another  sense  it  is  a  logical 
blunder,  because  it  rests  on  a  confusion  between  the 
objective  and  the  subjective.  Matter  can  never  be 
a  subject,  it  can  never  know,  because  the  name  was 
framed  to  signify  what  is  the  object  of  our  knowledge 
or  what  can  be  known.  Materialism,  therefore,  in 
the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word  is  self-contradictory. 
It  begins  with  matter,  such  as  it  is,  namely  as  objec- 
tive, and  then  tries  to  show  that  by  slow  degrees  it 
may  become  subjective.  But  A  never  becomes  non- 
A.  At  first  matter  means  what  is  perceived  or  is 
the  cause  of  our  perception,  but  in  the  end  it  is  sup- 
posed to  have  come  to  mean  the  very  opposite,  namely 
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what  perceives.  What  causes  the  irritations  is  con- 
founded with  what  receives  the  irritations,  what  is 
perceived  with  what  perceives,  what  is  conceived  with 
what  is  conscious,  what  is  named  with  the  namer. 
There  we  see  how  both  language  and  thought  con- 
tradict themselves.  The  object  could  never  be  con- 
ceived except  as  perceived  by  a  subject,  and  yet, 
according  to  the  teaching  of  Materialism,  the  per- 
ceiving subject  is  to  be  in  the  end  the  result  of  a 
development  of  the  object.  This  is  a  fault,  call  it 
logical  or  grammatical ;  and  the  Science  of  Thought, 
based  as  it  is  on  the  historical  growth  of  language, 
detects  it  at  once,  and  shows  up  Materialism,  in 
the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  as  a  schoolboy's 
blunder. 

But  if  Materialism  is  one-sided,  so  is  Spiritualism. 
Spirit,  like  Matter,  is  something  with  which 
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the  senses  do  not  supply  us.  It  has  been 
postulated  behind  the  various  manifestations  of  our 
intellect  as  matter  has  been  postulated  behind  the 
various  manifestations  of  objective  nature.  Like 
matter,  it  is  a  name  that  may  be  interpreted  in 
various  ways,  but  which  ought  never  to  become  self- 
contradictory.  Now  spirit  is  subjective  and  know- 
ing, and  if  therefore  Spiritualism  tries  to  account  for 
what  is  objective  and  known  as  the  result  of  spirit, 
it  commits  the  same  blunder  of  which  we  accused 
Materialism.  Spirit  and  Matter  are  in  fact  cor- 
relative terms.  As  a  subject  cannot  exist  without 
an  object,  nor  an  object  without  a  subject,  spirit 
cannot  act  without  matter,  nor  matter  without  spirit. 
But  as  little  as  an  object  can  produce  a  subject, 
or  a  subject  an  object,  can  matter  produce  spirit, 
or   spirit  produce   matter.      Matter  is   determined 
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by  US  quite  as  much  as  we  are  determined  by 
matter.  Spiritualism  is  therefore  as  untenable  as 
Materialism,  and  it  is  only  by  a  study  of  thought 
in  language  that  we  can  learn  what  spirit  and 
matter  meant  in  the  beginning,  what  they  came 
to  mean  in  time,  and  what  we  wish  and  bid  them 
to  mean  in  future.  True  philosophy,  here  as  else- 
where, consists  in  a  correction  of  language,  and  that 
correction  may  sometimes  necessitate  the  total  sup- 
pression of  old  words.  Matter,  in  the  usual  sense 
of  the  word,  as  something  outside  and  independent 
of  us,  does  not  exist.  Spirit,  in  the  usual  sense  of 
the  word,  as  something  inside  and  independent  of 
the  world  without,  does  not  exist.  There  exists  a 
perceiving  subject  and  a  perceived  object.  Granted 
these  two,  and  the  whole  world,  so  far  as  it  is  ours,  is 
explained.  All  perception  is  realised  in  conceptual 
names,  all  that  is  perceived  is  realised  in  forms.  The 
world  consists  of  N4ma-rApa,  names  and  forms,  as 
the  old  Indian  philosophers  discovered  long  ago,  and 
as  we  shall  have  to  discover  ourselves,  if  we  wish  to 
understand  the  world. 

At  present  I  am  only  concerned  to  show  how 
in  all  our  most  important  interests  we  depend  on 
names,  how  our  best  and  truest  knowledge  is  always 
nominal.  What  can  the  senses  help  us  in  settling 
the  meaning  of  matter  or  spirit,  and  if  the  senses 
cannot,  what  can?  Our  mind,  our  intellect,  it  is 
said.  Yes,  by  all  means !  But  where  do  we  find 
that  mind  and  intellect  ?  Some  say,  in  the  brain. 
The  brain  is  a  wonderful  labyrinth ;  I  have  looked 
into  it  and  examined  it,  but  I  cannot  find  any  trace 
of  mind  or  intellect  in  that  conglomerate,  as  little 
as  I  can  find  it  where  the  ancients  saw  it,  in  the 
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heart  or  the  stomach.  The  brain  mav  be  a  sine 
qu4  non  of  mtellect,  as  the  eye  is  of  sight,  and 
the  ear  is  of  sound,  but  as  little  as  the  eye  can 
see  and  the  ear  hear,  can  the  brain  think.  I  find 
intellect  nowhere  but  in  the  products  of  intellect, 
namely,  in  words.  These  I  can  hear  and  perceive, 
these  I  can  understand,  nay,  I  can  trace  them  from 
their  present  form  to  their  most  simple  and  natural 
beginnings.  The  whole  world  becomes  clear  and 
transparent  as  soon  as  I  see  it  in  words ;  not  in 
sounds,  but  in  words  ;  in  living,  not  in  dead  words ; 
in  words  as  independent  of  their  sounds  as  the  oyster 
is  of  its  shell ;  in  words  which  are  thoughts  as  much 
as  thoughts  are  words. 

Let  us  take  another  of  these  word-thoughts   or 
thoufifht-words,  which  has  been  an  apple 

Species.  r  . 

of  discord  among  philosophers  for  thou- 
sands of  years,  and  which  has  of  late  become  the 
chief  topic  of  discussion  among  men  of  science.  I 
mean  Species.  What  can  experience  and  experi- 
ment and  the  whole  of  natui*al  science  teach  us 
about  it?  Nothing,  simply  nothing.  We  never 
see  a  species  or  handle  a  species.  If  we  saw  it, 
we  should  not  know  it,  unless  we  had  first  learnt 
to  think  and  name  it.  Our  knowledge  of  species 
is  purely  nominal,  if  only  we  remember  that  no- 
minal is  gnominal.  But  I  go  further,  and  maintain 
that,  as  applied  to  natural  history,  species  is  a  myth, 
that  is,  a  spurious  and  deceitful  word,  and  that 
Species  must  go  into  the  same  limbo  as  Titans  and 
Centaurs,  if  we  want  to  understand  the  real  working 
of  nature. 

One  of  the  most  important  books  of  this  century 
is  Darwin's  Origin  of  Species.     But  has  he  told 
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US  what  species  means  ?  Bead  it  from  beginning 
to  end,  and  you  will  not  find  a  real  definition  of 
species  in  it.  If  Darwin  had  studied  the  history 
of  the  word  species,  I  believe  he  would  have  called 
his  book  not  the  Origin,  but  the  Abolition  of  Species, 
for,  to  my  mind,  the  result  of  all  his  observations 
and  all  his  reasonings  is  that  the  word  species  is 
dead,  and  must  be  struck  out  of  the  dictionary 
of  philosophy  and  physical  science.  If  Darwin  is 
right,  there  are  individuals,  there  are  more  or  less 
prominent  varieties,  and  there  are  genera,  but  species, 
in  the  old  sense  of  the  word,  there  are  none.  Darwin 
himself  complains  again  and  again  (Origin  of  Species, 
p.  412)  that  no  one  has  ever  defined  species  and 
variety.  *No  one  has  drawn,'  he  writes,  *any 
clear  distinction  between  individual  differences  and 
slight  varieties,  or  between  more  plainly  marked 
varieties  and  sub-species,  and  species.  On  separate 
continents,  and  on  different  parts  of  the  same  con- 
tinent, when  divided  by  barriers  of  any  kind,  and 
on  outlying  islands,  what  a  multitude  of  forms  exist, 
v^rhich  some  experienced  naturalists  rank  as  varieties, 
others  as  geographical  races  and  sub-species,  and 
others  as  distinct  though  closely  allied  species.' 

That  Darwin  and  his  fellow-workers  have  rendered 
excellent  service  by  reducing  the  enormous  number 
of  species,  is  well  known.  '  The  endless  disputes,'  as 
he  says  himself,  '  whether  or  not  some  fifty  species  of 
British  brambles  are  good  species,  will  cease.'  It  has 
ceased,  and  we  cannot  be  too  grateful  for  it.  But  if 
Darwin  had  reasoned  more  boldly,  he  would  have  put 
an  end,  not  only  to  the  fifty  species  of  brambles,  but 
to  all  species,  to  the  very  name  of  species.  Darwin 
seems  to  imagine  that,  according  to  the  old  definition. 
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Though  species  has  ceased  to  be  a  useful  or  neces- 
sary word,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  did  not  render 
good  service  in  its  day,  that  it  does  not  represent  a 
phase  of  thought  that  must  be  passed  through  before 
it  can  safely  be  left  behind.  It  is  a  word  to  which 
nothing  tangible  could  ever  have  corresponded,  but 
such  words,  if  genuine,  are  really  the  most  useful 
coins  of  our  intellectual  currency.  How  then  can  we 
know  what  species  was,  and  what  it  signified  \  No 
authority  on  earth  can  tell  us  what  species  ought  to 
mean.  We  have  the  word,  and  all  we  can  do  is  to  try 
to  find  out  its  origin  and  development.  Now  species 
is  a  mere  translation  of  the  Greek  ef^o?,  and  the 
Greeks  could  originally  by  eWo?  have  meant  nothing 
but  'what  is  seen,'  the  appearance,  the  shape  or  figure 
of  anything.  As  shapes  or  figures  varied,  as,  for  in- 
stance, some  stones  were  red,  others  brown,  and 
others  black,  these  ^ihr\  or  shapes  came  to  be  sets, 
sorts,  classes  of  things.  And  as  these  eWiy  depended 
on  their  common  outward  appearance  only,  they  were 
different  from  yeV*;,  genera,  kinds,  which  depended 
on  a  real  community  of  origin.  For  logical  purposes, 
therefore,  nothing  could  be  more  convenient  than 
these  two  terms,  ef^o?  and  ^eVoy,  species  and  genus, 
comprehending,  as  they  do,  smaller  and  larger  classes 
of  things.  Thus  dwelling-houses  would  form  a  spe- 
cies, houses  a  genus  ;  but  dwelling-houses  too  might 
form  a  genus,  and  inns  a  species.  In  Sanskrit  also 
we  find  gkt\y  genus,  used  in  the  same  sense,  while 
species  is  called  &kriti,  literally  form.  There  is 
nothing  to  be  said  against  this  logical  nomenclature, 
though  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  suggest  less  am- 
biguous terms. 

But  when  this  nomenclature  was  transferred  to 
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natural  science,  it  caused  at  once  considerable  con- 
fusion of  thought.  If  animals  or  plants  can  be  proved 
to  be  descended  from  common  parents,  they  should 
be  called  genus,  or  kith,  or  breed,  but  never 
species  or  class.  The  name  of  species  is  not 
wanted,  unless  we  mean  to  use  it  for  such  vague  con- 
cepts as  red  flowers  or  blue  flowers.  We  may  distin- 
guish between  genera  and  sub-genera,  as  we 
distinguish  between  brothers  and  cousins,  but  there 
is  no  room  in  nature  for  more  than  two  concepts, 
namely,  animals  and  plants  possessing  a  common  an- 
cestor, and  propagating  among  themselves,  or  animals 
and  plants  not  possessing  a  common  ancestor,  and 
not  propagating  among  themselves.  There  may  be 
animals  and  plants  the  relationship  of  which  cannot 
be  proved  as  yet,  but  if  we  called  these  species,  as  dis- 
tinct from  genera,  we  should  only  give  a  name  to  our 
ignorance,  and  that  is  always  a  most  dangerous  pro- 
ceeding. If  Darwin's  theory  is  right,  there  is  an  end 
of  all  species,  or,  at  all  events,  there  ought  to  be,  for 
to  speak  of  natural  species,  held  together  by  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  resemblance,  is  nothing  but  inarticu- 
late thought. 

All  therefore  depends  here  on  the  word  we  use. 
If  we  know  what  we  do  and  what  we  igmana 
do  not  mean  by  species,  the  question,  8p«ciee? 
for  instance,  whether  man  constitutes  a  separate 
species,  can  never  be  asked.  The  only  question 
is,  whether  it  is  possible  to  prove  that  the  human 
breed  shared  common  parents  with  any  other 
animal  breed  1  If  that  can  be  proved,  then  these 
two  breeds  form  one  breed,  or  one  genus.  If  it 
cannot  be  proved,  nothing  must  be  asserted,  though 
the  possibility  of  connecting  links  need  not  be  denied. 

P  p  2 
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Though  species  has  ceased  to  be  a  useful  or  neces- 
sary word,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  did  not  render 
good  service  in  its  day,  that  it  does  not  represent  a 
phase  of  thought  that  must  be  passed  through  before 
it  can  safely  be  left  behind.  It  is  a  word  to  which 
nothing  tangible  could  ever  have  corresponded,  but 
such  words,  if  genuine,  are  really  the  most  useful 
coins  of  our  intellectual  currency.  How  then  can  we 
know  what  species  was,  and  what  it  signified  ?  No 
authority  on  earth  can  tell  us  what  species  ought  to 
mean.  We  have  the  word,  and  all  we  can  do  is  to  try- 
to  find  out  its  origin  and  development.  Now  species 
is  a  mere  translation  of  the  Greek  ef^o?,  and  the 
Greeks  could  originally  by  eiSo^  have  meant  nothing 
but  'what  is  seen,'  the  appearance,  the  shape  or  figure 
of  anything.  As  shapes  or  figures  varied,  as,  for  in- 
stance, some  stones  were  red,  others  brown,  and 
others  black,  these  elSrj  or  shapes  came  to  be  sets, 
sorts,  classes  of  things.  And  as  these  eiSpj  depended 
on  their  common  outward  appearance  only,  they  were 
different  from  ycvrj,  genera,  kinds,  which  depended 
on  a  real  community  of  origin.  For  logical  purposes, 
therefore,  nothing  could  be  more  convenient  than 
these  two  terms,  elSo^  and  yeVoy,  species  and  genus, 
comprehending,  as  they  do,  smaller  and  larger  classes 
of  things.  Thus  dwelling-houses  would  form  a  spe- 
cies, houses  a  genus  ;  but  dwelling-houses  too  might 
form  a  genus,  and  inns  a  species.  In  Sanskrit  also 
we  find  gf^ti,  genus,  used  in  the  same  sense,  while 
species  is  called  &kriti,  literally  form.  There  is 
nothing  to  be  said  against  this  logical  nomenclature, 
though  it  would  not  be  difficult  to  suggest  less  am- 
biguous terms. 

But  when  this  nomenclature  was  transferred  to 
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natural  science,  it  caused  at  once  considerable  con- 
fusion of  thought.  If  animals  or  plants  can  be  proved 
to  be  descended  from  common  parents,  they  should 
be  called  genus,  or  kith,  or  breed,  but  never 
species  or  class.  The  name  of  species  is  not 
wanted,  unless  we  mean  to  use  it  for  such  vague  con- 
cepts as  red  flowers  or  blue  flowers.  We  may  distin- 
guish between  genera  and  sub-genera,  as  we 
distinguish  between  brothers  and  cousins,  but  there 
is  no  room  in  nature  for  more  than  two  concepts, 
namely,  animals  and  plants  possessing  a  common  an- 
cestor, and  propagating  among  themselves,  or  animals 
and  plants  not  possessing  a  common  ancestor,  and 
not  propagating  among  themselves.  There  may  be 
animals  and  plants  the  relationship  of  which  cannot 
be  proved  as  yet,  but  if  we  called  these  species,  as  dis- 
tinct from  genera,  we  should  only  give  a  name  to  our 
ignorance,  and  that  is  always  a  most  dangerous  pro- 
ceeding. If  Darwin's  theory  is  right,  there  is  an  end 
of  all  species,  or,  at  all  events,  there  ought  to  be,  for 
to  speak  of  natural  species,  held  together  by  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  resemblance,  is  nothing  but  inarticu- 
late thought. 

All  therefore  depends  here  on  the  word  we  use. 
If  we  know  what  we  do  and  what  we  igmana 
do  not  mean  by  species,  the  question,  8p«cie«? 
for  instance,  whether  man  constitutes  a  separate 
species,  can  never  be  asked.  The  only  question 
is,  whether  it  is  possible  to  prove  that  the  human 
breed  shared  common  parents  with  any  other 
animal  breed  1  If  that  can  be  proved,  then  these 
two  breeds  form  one  breed,  or  one  genus.  If  it 
cannot  be  proved,  nothing  must  be  asserted,  though 
the  possibility  of  connecting  links  need  not  be  denied. 
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That  man  is  an  animal  requires  no  proof;  that  man 
is  descended  from  another  animal  does  require  proof. 
All  depends  here,  as  elsewhere,  on  the  words  we 
use,  and  on  the  definitions  we  give  of  them.  I  call 
man  an  animal  with  the  distinguishing  mark  of  capa- 
city for  speech.  I  see  that  capacity  in  no  other 
animal,  and  that  is  suflBcient  for  the  purpose  of 
classification.  I  should  call  man,  before  he  had 
formed  his  language,  as  I  should  call  a  baby,  a  mere 
animal,  till  I  discovered  in  them  the  capacity  for  lan- 
guage. With  all  my  opposition  to  Darwin,  I  have 
really  gone  far  beyond  the  point  where  he  stopped, 
for  I  have  always  treated  man,  not  only  as  a  descend- 
ant of  an  animal,  but  as  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
an  animal.  No  one  can  understand  human  nature, 
no  one  can  form  a  true  conception  of  the  origin  of  lan- 
guage who  does  not  clearly  see  that,  for  a  time,  every 
human  individual,  and  therefore  the  ancestors  of  the 
human  race  themselves,  were  without  language,  with- 
out reason,  and,  so  far,  mere  animals,  till  they  made 
that  small  step  of  using  the  clamor  concomitans 
of  their  social  occupations  as  a  clamor  significans, 
and  thus  entered  on  that  loop-line  which,  though  at 
first  diverging  by  an  almost  invisible  angle  only,  car- 
ried them  in  the  end  to  a  destination  which  no  speech- 
less animal  can  ever  reach. 

If  Darwin  says  that  man  was  an  animal,  I  answer 
No,  man  is  an  animal.  If  Darwiu  says  man  is  de- 
scended from  a  monkey,  again  I  answer  No ;  not 
because  it  seemed  an  indignity,  or,  as  some  people 
thought,  a  heresy,  but  because  the  descent  of  the  breed 
man  from  the  breed  monkey  has  never  been  proved.  It 
was  a  mere  imagination,  arising  from  an  inaccurate  use 
of  words.     Drop  species,  as  a  used-up  word,  and  all 
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becomes  clear  and  simple.  There  are  no  species  in 
nature,  unless  we  foist  them  in.  Our  mistake  of  see- 
ing in  nature  species,  whether  few  or  many,  arose 
from  the  wrong  use  of  the  word  species  ;  our  true  in- 
telligence of  nature  and  of  the  purely  genealogical  re- 
lationship of  all  its  productions  returns  as  soon  as  we 
throw  away  the  false  word  elSo^,  and  replace  it  by  the 
true  word  yevo^,  as  soon  as  we  use  the  right  spec- 
tacles, the  right  words,  the  right  concepts. 

The  advance  of  true  philosophy  depends  here,  as 
everywhere,  on  a  true  definition  of  our 

1  I—,-  in*  Defixiitioiis. 

words.       They   want    constant    dennmg, 
refining,  correcting,  and   even  removal,  till  in  the 
end  the  most  perfect  language  will  become  the  most 
perfect  philosophy. 

The   best,  perhaps   the  only  sufficient  definition 
of  a  word  is  its  history,  but  to  give  a  com-     Definition 
plete  history  of  the  words  which  form  the    M»d  History 

i       1  n  1*1  !•!_  J  of  Words. 

staple  01  our  philosophy  is  beyond  our 
powers.  There  have  been  so  many  revolutions,  so 
many  breaks  and  long  pauses,  in  the  history  of  every 
word,  that  only  under  exceptionally  favourable  cir- 
cumstances is  it  possible  to  unite  once  more  the 
broken  and  scattered  links  of  what  was  once  a  con- 
tinuous chain.  We  must  be  satisfied  therefore  with 
discovering  the  meaning  which  the  principal  leaders 
of  thought  assigned  to  the  classical  term  of  our 
philosophy,  and  if  we  do  that,  it  is  wonderful  to  see 
how  many  clouds  vanish  at  once  firom  our  mental 
horizon. 

Let  us  take  the  question  which  forms  one  of  the 
oldest  as  well  as  one  of  the  latest  problems   The  meaning 
of  philosophy,  namely,  whether  some  of  our    °^  ^  priori 
knowledge  is  k  posteriori,  some  k  priori;  that  is 
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to  say,  whether  all  our  knowledge  is  derived  from 
experience,  or  whether  we  possess  some  knowledge 
which  is  not  supplied  to  us  by  the  senses  alone.  It 
seems  a  very  simple  question  which  everybody  ought 
to  be  able  to  answer.  We  all  possess  the  same  in- 
formation on  the  subject,  and  there  is  no  bias, 
political,  religious,  or  otherwise,  to  warp  our  judg- 
ment. And  yet,  as  long  as  the  world  exists,  or  as 
long  at  least  as  men  have  thought  about  the  world, 
there  have  been  two  parties  standing  face  to  face  to 
each  other,  the  one  maintaining  that  we  can  possess 
no  knowledge  except  what  the  senses  deliver  to  us,  the 
other  assertmg  that  we  do  possess  some  knowledge 
which  the  senses  could  never  have  delivered  to  us.     ' 

The  chief  reason  why  such  a  distinction  was 
made  was  no  doubt  the  peculiar  quality  observed  in 
certain  portions  of  our  knowledge.  Whatever  our 
sensuous  experience  taught  us  could  only  be  matter 
of  fact,  something  actual,  never  something  necessary 
or  universally  true.  Yet  our  experience  seems  to 
supply  us  with  certain  truths  which  we  not  only 
assert  as  actual,  but  as  necessary.  Besides  asserting, 
for  instance,  that  a  straight  line  from  one  house  to 
the  house  opposite  happens  to  be  the  shortest,  we 
likewise  maintain  that  it  must  be  so. 

As  therefore  experience  can  never  yield  necessary 
A  priori  and  ^^  uiiiversal  truth,  and  as  some  of  our 
ai  posteriori  kuowlcdgc  claims  that  character,  it  was 
^®'  concluded  that  some  of  our  knowledge 
could  not  be  derived  from  experience.  While  the 
former  kind  of  knowledge,  that  derived  from  sen- 
suous experience,  was  called  k  posteriori,  the  latter 
received  the  name  of  k  priori  knowledge,  and  these 
two   ill-chosen  names   have   become   the   source    of 
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endless  misunderstandings.  Nothing  could  be  said 
against  the  name  h,  posteriori,  if  it  is  defined  as 
knowledge  following  on  the  action  of  our  senses. 
But  the  name  k  priori  was  supposed  to  imply  a 
gi-eat  deal  more  than  a  mere  negation  of  k  posteriori. 
It  was  explained  as  knowledge  bom  with  us,  and 
therefore  called  innate,  existing  in  our  mind  before 
we  became  conscious  of  anything.  Other  philosophers 
took  it  for  knowledge  slipped  into  our  mind  at  a 
later  time,  but  found  there  ready  made,  and  therefore 
not  to  be  questioned;  while  some  authorities  called 
it  absolute  knowledge,  the  truth  of  which  is  seen  by 
intuition,  and  requires  no  further  proof. 

The  amount  of  philosophical  literature  on  the 
subject  of  innate  ideas  is  enormous,  yet  the  original 
question  remains  the  same  in  all  its  simplicity.  Do 
we  or  do  we  not  know  anything  except  what  we  see 
and  hear  and  touch  ?  or,  as  Locke  put  it,  '  Is  there 
nothing  in  the  intellect  that  was  not  formerly  in 
the  senses  ? ' 

Before   I   proceed   to   show   how   the    Science   of 
Thought  is   able   to   deal  with   this   old      Mm  and 
problem,  it  will  be  useful  to  look  back  to     wheweii. 
the  last  battle  in  which  this  controversy  has  been 
fought  out  in  England.     Though  that  battle  itself 
is   now  almost   forgotten,  its   issues  still  sway  the 
destinies  of  philosophical  thought  in  this  country, 
nor  have  the  two  opposite  parties  been  able  since  to 
send  more  skilful  and  powerful  champions  into  the 
field  than  Mill  on  one  side,  Dr.  Whewell  and  Sir  W. 
Hamilton  on  the  other.     Mill's  views  in  particular 
have  exercised  and  continue  to  exercise  so  wide  an 
influence  among  students  of  philosophy  in  England 
that  it  is  difl&cult  to  treat  the  question  of  ^  priori 
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knowledge  properly,  without  referring  to  the  state 
in  which  he  left  it. 

There  are  a  few  prelinjiiiaiy  questions  to  be  settled 
first,  questions  on  which  there  is  really  no  difference 
of  opinion  between  Mill  and  his  opponents,  though 
Mill  seemed  to  think  that  there  was. 

Truths    k  priori    may   perfectly   well    be   called 

by  that  name,  though  thev  are  first  dis- 

knowledge    covered  by  observation  or  experience.     It 

isaiBok      is  after  they  have  been  discovered  that 

posteriori.        ^        ^^n%  ^ 

the  difference  between  knowledge  depend- 
ent on  observation,  and  knowledge  entirely  inde- 
pendent of  all  observation,  comes  to  be  perceived. 
No  one  denies  that  the  truth  of  the  axiom,  'Two 
straight  lines  cannot  enclose  a  space,'  even  if  evident 
independently  of  experience,  is  also  evident  from 
experienced  I  should  even  go  a  step  further,  and 
say  that  all  h.  priori  knowledge  becomes  first  evi- 
dent by  experience,  and  may  yet  be  called  k  priori, 
becaufee  its  truth  is  perceived  from  the  first  moment 
when  the  meaning  of  a  proposition  is  apjTehended, 
and  without  any  necessity  for  verifying  it  by  repeated 
trials,  as  is  requisite  in  the  case  of  all  other  truths 
ascertained  by  observation. 

And  while  this  small  triumph,  that  all  k  priori 

truth  is  first  realised  k  posteriori,  will 

knowledge     readily  be  allowed  to   Mill  and  his  fol- 

not  always     lowcrs,  they  probably  would   not  object 

sensuous.  "l,  *^   .  i        i    •         j    i 

to  an  equally  easy  triumph  claimed  by 
the  other  side,  namelv,  that  much  of  what  is  claimed 
by  them  as  the  result  of  sensuous  experience,  can 
never   come   within   the   cognisance   of    the   senses 


*  Mill,  Logic,  ii.  5,  4. 
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at  alL  In  the  case  of  two  straight  lines  not  being 
able  to  enclose  a  space,  actual  ocular  inspection  is 
altogether  unattainable.  We  never  see  a  point,  or  a 
line,  or  a  plane,  much  less  two  perfectly  straight  lines. 

But  these  are  both  purely  forensic  arguments, 
which  no  true  philosopher  would  condescend  to  use. 
If  we  are  once  driven  to  such  devices,  we  might 
say  that  on  this  earth  two  straight  lines,  if  con- 
tinued all  round  the  earth,  would  inevitably  enclose 
a  space,  as  the  tropic  of  Cancer  and  the  tropic  of 
Capricorn  enclose  the  tropical  region.  But  that  is 
not  what  is  meant.  If  there  can  be  no  true  plane 
on  our  globe,  we  are  quite  satisfied  with  imaginary 
planes,  and  we  are  quite  willing  to  accept  mental 
instead  of  ocular  or  real  lines,  without  insisting  that 
therefore  certain  qualities  of  straight  lines  must  be 
known  h,  priori,  because  they  cannot  be  known  k 
posteriori.  Dr.  Whewell,  it  is  true,  was  unwilling 
to  make  that  concession.  *It  does  not  appear,'  he 
wrote ^,  •how  we  can  compare  our  ideas  with  the 
realities,  since  we  know  the  realities  only  by  our 
ideas.'  But  he  had  stronger  arguments  in  store, 
and  a  case  is  weakened  rather  than  strengthened 
by  plausible  arguments  which  may  irritate,  but  can 
never  convince. 

Dr.  Whewell's  real  position  was  this,  that  an  k 
priori  or,  better,  a  necessary  truth  is  a     wheweU'a 
proposition  the  negation  of  which  is  not    definition  of 
only  false,  but  inconceivable.  ^^^^  ** 

Mill  attacked  this  definition  by  attacking  the  term 
inconceivable,  and  as  a  mere  pleader  he        miu'b 
certainly    seemed    very    successful.      He     objections. 

*  Philosophy  of  Discovery,  p.  289 ;  Mill,  Logic,  ii.  5,  5. 
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found  no  diflBculty  in  showing  that  in  ever  so  many 
cases  what  seemed  inconceivable  to  one  generation 
has  become  perfectly  conceivable  to  another.  He  in- 
stanced the  Antipodes,  the  Copernican  heliocentric 
hypothesis,  the  Newtonian  doctrine  of  gravitation, 
rejected  even  by  Leibniz,  etc.  He  represents  there- 
fore the  conceivableness  or  inconceivableness  of  such 
theories  as  purely  accidental. 

A  later  writer,  who  has  since  exercised  a  consider- 
H.  Spencer's  ^blc  influence  on  philosophic  thought  in 
compromise.  England,  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer,  followed 
Mill  in  considerinor  axioms  our  earliest  inductions 
from  experience,  but  he  fell  back  on  Dr.  Whe wells 
test,  declaring  in  almost  the  same  words  that  *  the 
inconceivability  of  its  negation  is  the  test  by  which 
we  ascertain  whether  a  given  belief  invariably  exists 
or  not.'  Still  this  leaves  the  real  difficulty,  pointed 
out  by  Mill,  untouched,  namely,  that  men  differ  as  to 
what  is  conceivable  or  inconceivable.  Mr.  H.  Spencer 
himself  declares  several  things  to  be  inconceivable 
which,  as  he  well  knows,  have  been  considered  as 
perfectly  conceivable  by  some  of  the  greatest  thinkers 
the  world  has  ever  known.  '  We  cannot,'  he  says,  *  for 
instance,  by  any  effort,  conceive  the  objects  of  thought 
as  mere  states  of  our  mind,  as  not  having  an  exist- 
ence external  to  us  ; '  and  yet  it  is  no  secret  that  some 
of  the  greatest  philosophers  of  the  world  have  em- 
braced that  view  as  the  only  conceivable  one.  He 
likewise  declares  that  he  is  unable  to  conceive  gravi- 
tation acting  through  empty  space,  an  inability  which 
caused  no  small  surprise  to  Mill  ^  In  spite  of  all  this, 
however,  Mr.  H.  Spencer  writes  that  *  though  men 

'  Logic,  ii.  7,  4. 
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have  mistaken  for  inconceivable  things  some  things 
which  were  not  inconceivable,  nevertheless  the  in- 
ability to  conceive  the  negation  of  a  thing  may  still 
be  our  best  warrant  for  believing  it/  Besides  \  uni- 
versal and  unchanging  facts  are,  by  the  hypothesis, 
certain  to  establish  beliefs  of  which  the  negations  are 
inconceivable,  whilst  the  others  are  not  certain  to  do 
this,  and  if  they  do,  subsequent  facts  will  reverse  their 
action.  Mill,  of  course,  could  not  be  moved  by  such 
arguments  which,  as  he  well  knew,  did  not  touch  the 
real  nerve  of  the  problem.  He  also  remarked,  and 
from  his  point  of  view  very  truly,  that  *  if  our  in- 
capacity to  conceive  the  negation  of  a  given  supposi- 
tion is  proof  of  its  truth,  because  proving  that  our 
experience  has  hitherto  been  uniform  in  its  favour, 
the  real  evidence  for  the  supposition  is  not  the  in- 
conceivableness,  but  the  uniformity  of  experience/ 
*  Why/  he  says  in  another  place,  *  should  the  truth 
be  tested  by  the  inconceivability,  when  we  can  go 
farther  back  for  proof,  namely,  to  experience  itself?' 
Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  seems  to  have  felt  the  weight 
of  this  remark,  if  we  may  judge  from  his  h.  Spencer'g 
later  writings,  in  which  he  substitutes  for  ^^^  ^^®'^- 
'  beliefs  which  invariably  exist/  *  cognitions  of  which 
the  predicates  invariably  exist  along  with  their  sub- 
jects ^/  In  this  he  approaches  very  near  to  Professor 
Bain's  view,  who  writes  \  '  We  required  concrete  ex- 
perience in  the  first  instance  to  attain  to  the  notion  of 
whole  and  part ;  but  the  notion,  once  arrived  at,  im- 
plies that  the  whole  is  greater.  In  fact,  we  could  not 
have  the  notion  without  an  experience  tantamount  to 
this  conclusion.'  .  .  .  When  we  have  mastered  the 

*  Logic,  ii.  7,  2.  *  Ibid.,  ii.  7,  4. 

»  Ibid.,  ii.  5,  5. 
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notion  of  straightness,  we  have  also  mastered  that 
aspect  of  it  expressed  by  the  affirmation  that  two 
straight  lines  cannot  enclose  a  space. 

Mill's  position,  however,  remained  unshaken,  and 

Mai's  Re-     ^^^®  position  has  at  least  the  great  advan- 

petition  of     tagc  of  being  clearly  defined.     According 

xpenence.    ^^   j^-^^  ^jj  ^^^  knowledge  is  due  to  k 

posteriori  or  sensuous  experience,  and  the  difference 
between  this  and  what  people  call  k  priori  or  apo- 
dictic  knowledge  is  to  him  one  of  degree  only.  It 
is  simply,  he  thinks,  because  we  have  seen  the  latter 
class  of  truths  more  frequently  than  the  former  that 
we  have  greater  faith  in  it  ^ 

What  has  the  Science  of  Thought,  based  as  it  is  on 
Three  kinds  the  Scieucc  of  Language,  to  say  to  this  t 
of  knowledge.  ^  admits  the  fact  that  there  are  two  kinds 
of  knowledge,  the  one  actual,  the  other  necessary, 
and  that  there  is  a  third  kind,  namely,  the  possible  \ 
There  is  no  difficulty  about  our  knowledge  of  actual 
and  possible  things.  Every  one  admits  that  it  is 
taken  from  experience.  But  with  regard  to  necessary 
or  universal  truths,  the  Science  of  Language  shows 
that  an  important  distinction  has  to  be  made. 

Some  of  these  so-called  apodictic  truths  are  simply 
analytical,  or  even  tautological  judgments, 

and  Syn-  the  name  of  the  predicate  being  no  more 
theticai  Pro-  i\iQ,n  a  paraphrase  of  the  name  of  the  sub- 
ject, as  when  we  say,  *  All  islands  are,  or  all 

^  Logic,  ii.  5,  4. 

'  Kant  calls  these  three  kinds  of  Knowledge  assertory,  pro- 
blematical, and  apodictic,  as  conveying  the  actuality,  pos- 
sibility, or  necessity  of  the  propositions  in  which  our  knowledge 
is  con;^eyed.  See  Kant's  Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  translated  by 
If.  M.,  vol.  ii.  p.  71.  Actuality  would  be  a  better  rendering  for 
Dasein  than  Existence.  - 


CONCLUSION.  589 

islands  must  be,  surrounded  by  water/  Here  we  learn 
nothing  new.  In  other  analytical  propositions,  such  as 
*  All  gold  is,  or  must  be,  metal,' the  name  of  the  predicate 
tells  us  even  less  than  the  name  of  the  subject,  because 
the  name  and  concept  of  the  former  is  contained  in  the 
name  and  concept  of  the  latter,  and  the  name  of  gold 
has  a  fuller  intension  than  that  of  metal.  These 
judgments,  which  teach  us  nothing  new,  are  called 
analytical,  because  we  have  simply  to  analyse  the 
name  of  gold,  to  discover  that  it  implies  or  connotes 
metal ;  we  have  simply  to  find  the  etymology  of  the 
name  of  island,  in  order  to  find  that  it  means  land  sur- 
rounded by  water.  If  we  found  that  what  we  called 
an  island  was  on  one  side  connected  with  the  main- 
land, we  should  at  once  change  the  name,  and  call  it 
a  peninsula  or  a  promontory. 

But  if  we  say  the  straight  line  is  and  must  be  the 
shortest,  the  predicate  does  teach  us  something  new, 
and  yet  this  new  piece  of  information  is  believed  to  be 
universally  and  necessarily  true,  nay,  to  follow  by  some 
kind  of  necessity  from  the  nature  of  the  subject. 
This  class  of  judgments  is  called  synthetical.  How 
then  do  we  get  this  kind,  or  rather  this  quality  of 
knowledge  whicli  is  conveyed  in  certain  synthetical 
propositions?  The  matter,  no  doubt,  comes  to  us 
from  experience  always.  Without  our  eyes  we  could 
see  no  line,  whether  straight  or  crooked,  whether  short 
or  long.  But  the  apodictic  form  of  this  kind  of  know- 
ledge cannot  come  from  experience,  because  our  senses, 
though  they  may  tell  us  what  is,  what  has  been  or 
what  may  be,  can  never  tell  us  what  must  be. 

Mill,  as  we  saw,  has  but  one  explanation ;  the 
more    frequently   an    observation    is    re-         . 

A  •'  ,  .         Mills  facte. 

peated,  the  stronger  grows  our  faitli,  till 
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at  last  it  seems  to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  doubt. 
Here  we  have,  first  of  all,  to  examine  his  facts. 
There  is  hardly  an  event  which  we  observe  more  fre- 
quently and  with  greater  regularity  than  the  rising 
of  the  sun.  Still,  if  our  friends  were  to  tell  us  that 
on  any  day  the  sun  had  failed  to  rise,  though  we 
should  be  staggered,  we  should  nevertheless  look  out 
of  window  in  order  to  verify  their  assertion.  But  if 
our  friends  were  to  tell  us,  'Come  out,  there  is  a 
straight  crossing  from  our  door  to  the  opposite  door 
which  is  much  longer  than  a  crooked  crossing/  or, 
*  Look  at  these  two  perfectly  straight  streets  which 
enclose  a  square,*  does  Mill  believe  that  we  should  stir 
to  verify  such  statements  ?  And  yet  we  have  looked 
far  more  frequently  at  the  sun  than  at  the  crossings 
of  our  streets,  or  at  any  cross  lines,  whether  straight 
or  crooked.  Mere  frequency  of  observation,  there- 
fore, would  hardly  account  for  our  abiUty  to  conceive 
that  the  sun  some  day  may  not  rise,  and  our  utter 
incapacity  to  imagine  that  a  straight  line  should  ever 
be  longer  than  a  crooked  line  between  the  same 
points.  No  one,  I  believe,  would  even  measure  a 
straight  line  in  order  to  convince  himself  that  it  was 
really  shorter  than  a  crooked  line.  No  one  would 
appeal  to  the  mere  evidence  of  the  senses,  for  he 
would  feel  that  there  was  a  higher  kind  of  evidence 
to  appeal  to,  even  if  it  were  no  more  than  what  Pro- 
fessor Bain  describes  so  well  by  saying  *that  the 
mastery  of  the  notion  of  straightness  is  tantamount 
to  the  mastery  of  the  truth  that  the  straight  line  is 
the  shortest.' 

Still  Professor  Bain's  explanation  is  after  all  but  a 
repeated  statement,  slightly  varied,  of  the  fact  that 
has  to  be  explained.     What  we  want  to  know  is  not 
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'that  the  mastery  of  the  notion  of  straightness  is  tan- 
tamount to  the  mastery  of  the  truth  that  the  straight 
line  is  the  shortest/  but  why  it  should  be  so, 

In  order  to  answer  that  question  we  must  go  back 
once  more  to  the  original  formation  of  our  concepts 
and  our  words.  We  must  remember  that  We  know  in 
we  know  nothing  except  what  we  can  ^™e«- 
name,  or  that  all  the  materials  of  our  knowledge  are 
concept-names.  What  we  know  is  never  the  thing, 
apart  from  us.  Of  that  we  cannot  know  anything. 
Our  whole  mental  property  consists  in  names, 
in  nomina  or  notae  rerum,  not  in  res.  Till 
we  see  this  clearly,  till  we  give  up  all  hope  of  ever 
knowing  the  things  by  themselves,  that  is,  the  things 
as  not  known  by  us,  we  shall  never  come  to  an 
understanding  with  ourselves  or  with  others.  We 
think  in  names,  never  in  things ;  that  is  the  end  of 
all  true  philosophy. 

We  must  remember  next,  that  every  name  was 
originally   a   proposition    in    which    one   Names  imply 
attribute,   as   expressed   by   a  root,   was     more  than 
localised.     *  Striking-here '  was  the  begin- 
ning of  striker  or  hammer  ;  '  melting  here '  of  snow ; 
*  shining-here '  of  bright. 

In  all  such  names,  however,  as  snow  (melting-here), 
sun  (shining-here),  etc.,  ample  room  was 
left   for    other   attributes,   nay,   some   of      pendon 
these  attributes,  though  not  actually  ex-      esaontiai 

*^  .  •'  attributes. 

pressed  by  the  name,  were  considered  of  so 
much  consequence  that  their  absence  would  render  the 
employment  of  the  name  impossible.  Nothing,  for 
instance,  would  be  called  snow,  simply  because  it 
melted,  unless  it  was  at  the  same  time  rain-water 
frozen   in   falling   from    the    clouds    to    the   earth. 
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Nothing  would  be  called  sun,  simply  because  it  was 
brilliant,  unless  it  was  at  the  same  time  a  ball 
apparently  rising  every  morning  in  the  East,  and 
setting  every  evening  in  the  West,  or,  as  we  call  it 
now,  the  centre  of  the  solar  system.  Such  attributes 
as  would  render  the  employment  of  certain  names 
impossible,  we  call  constant  and  essential  attributes. 
They  constitute  the  real  intention  of  a  word,  and 
give  us  its  more  or  less  perfect  definition  ^  As  we 
know  in  names,  and  as  all  names  depend  on  certain 
essential  attributes,  our  knowledge  and  particularly 
its  quality  depend  on  these  essential  attributes  as 
embodied  in  our  names.  And  as  by  chosiug  a  name 
we  declare  that  we  shall  not  name  or  know  anything 
by  it  except  what  possesses  certain  constant  and 
essential  attributes,  we  are  enabled  to  make  certain 
so-called  essential  propositions,  which  approach  very 
near  to  universal  or  apodictic  propositions.  We  are 
enabled  to  say,  for  instance,  not  only  that  man  is 
rational,  but  that  he  must  be  rational,  because  other- 
wise we  should  not  call  him  man.  This  may  be 
sneered  at  as  '  merely  nominal '  knowledge,  but  we 
are  never  told  where  any  but  nominal  knowledge  is 
to  be  found. 

Sometimes,  however,  not  only  did  one  name  imply 
a  number  of  essential  attributes,  but  different  names 
were  formed  and  applied  to  the  same  thing,  each 
attribute  serving  as  the  foundation  of  a  new  name. 
Such  names  might  be  predicated  of  each  other  just 
as  adjectives  are  of  substantives.  We  may  say,  for 
instance,  that  every  soldier  (lit.  a  man  who  receives 
pay)  is  a  warrior,  every  warrior  a  combatant,  every 

^  That  definition  must  be  progressive  is  admitted  by  Mill, 
Logic,  iv.  4,  3. 
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combatant  a  campaigner,  and  so  on.  The  character 
of  the  proposition  remains  the  same  as  if  we  used  an 
adjective. 

The  question  then  arises.  Why  is  it  impossible  to 
tear  away  certain  predicates  from  their  separable  and 
subjects,  while  others  can  easily  be  sepa-  inseparable 
rated  ?  We  can  easily  separate  from  gold 
its  being  dug  out,  for  some  gold  is  found  on  the 
surface ;  we  can  also  separate  from  it  its  glittering 
colour,  for  some  ore  of  gold  does  anything  but  glitter 
when  it  is  found.  But  we  cannot  separate  from  gold 
its  being  ductile.  And  why?  Simply 
because  we  have  chosen  so  to  frame  our  uttribntee 
name  gold  that  anything  not  malleable 
cannot  be  called  *  by  it,  but  will  have  to  be 
called  by  a  different  name.  Thomas  Aquinas  knew 
this  when  he  said,  Verba  sequuntur  non  modum 
essendi  qui  est  in  rebus,  sed  modum  essendi 
secundum  quod  in  cogitatione  nostra  sunt. 
We  are  responsible  for  our  names.  For  instance, 
as  our  name  for  man  implies  the  faculty  of 
speech,  we  can  say  with  apodictic  certainty  that 
every  man  must  be  able  to  speak.  At  first,  the 
knowledge  that  man  speaks  rests  on  experience  only, 
but  our  experience  has  been  so  organised  in  names 
that  we  have  made  the  name  *man'  inapplicable 
to  anything  that  cannot  speak.  We  are  justified 
therefore  in  saying  not  only  that  'all  known  men 
are  able  to  speak,"  but  that  *all  (whom  we  should 
call)  men  are  able  to  speak.'  When  we  use  the 
word  man,  we  mean  no  longer  this  or  that  indi- 
vidual, but  any  being  which  deserves  the  name  of 
man,  and  of  which  we  can  predicate,  not  only  what 
the  name  man  implies  etymologicaJly,  namely  thought, 

Qq 
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but  likewise  everything  on  which  we  have  made  that 
name  to  depend,  namely  life,  speech,  reason,  and  all 
the  rest.     What  that  being,  called  man,  is,  apart 
from  our  name,  we  do  not  know,  nor  shall  we  ever 
know  more  of  it  than  what  we  have  put  into  its 
different   names.      Supposing,  therefore,  we  should 
meet  with  a  man  who  could  not  speak,  we  should 
say,  in  the  case  of  an  infant,  *  he  can  not  yet  speak  ;  * 
or  in  the  case  of  a  man   whose  tongue  had  been 
paralysed,  'he  can  no  longer  speak;'  or  in  the  case 
of  a  person  born  deaf  and  dumb,  '  he  is  a  man  who 
would   have   spoken,   but   for  some   physical   mal- 
formation.'    We  should  retain  for  all  the  name  of 
man,  but  we  should  deny  it  to  the  gorilla,  though 
the  very  image  of  a  man,  for   the   simple   reason 
that  the  name  man  implies  or  connotes  something 
which  the  gorilla  does  not  possess,  namely  speech. 
So  again,  as  we  call   the  same  x  which  we  mean 
by  man,  by  mortal  also,  we  may  say  with  apodictic 
certainty,  'All  men  are  mortal'      If  therefore  we 
should  hear  of  a  man  who,  like  Romulus,  did  not 
die,  but  was   carried   up   to   the   gods   in  heaven, 
we  should  take  away  the  name  of  man  from  him, 
because  we  use  that  name  on  condition  only  of  the 
subject  to  which  it  is  applied  being  mortal. 

If  we  say  that  man  is  immortal,  we  enter  into 
quite  a  different  sphere  of  thought.  Immortal  here 
does  not  mean  that  a  man  does  not  die  or  that  his  body- 
does  not  decay,  but  that  there  is  something  in  him 
which  does  not  altogether  perish  ;  it  means,  in  fact^ 
that  his  soul  is  immortal,  though  his  body  is  mortal. 

But  taking  mortal  in  its  ordinary  sense,  what  we 
mean  by  saying  that  man  is  mortal  is  that  mortal  is 
an  attribute  that  cannot  be  torn  away  from  man,  and 
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which  we  may  safely  predicate  of  all  men,  because 
if  they  ceased  to  be  mortal,  they  would  cease  to  be 
called  men. 

But  let  us  suppose  that  all  men  were  white,  or, 
that  we  at  least,  living  on  an  island,  had  Accidental 
never  seen  any  but  white  men.  In  that  »*tni5«te8. 
case  the  statement,  *  all  men  are  white,^  would  seem 
to  be  as  true  as  *all  men  are  mortal/  And  yet 
there  is  a  great  difference.  We  might  accept  white 
as  an  attribute  of  man,  but  we  should  hardly  make 
the  name  of  man  dependent  on  it.  If  therefore 
we  came  to  know  beings,  in  every  other  respect 
like  unto  men,  only  their  skin  being  black,  we 
should  call  them  black  men,  while  we  should  never 
apply  the  name  of  man  to  them  if,  however  like 
us  in  all  other  respects,  they  were  not  mortal  or  not 
endowed  with  the  faculty  of  speech. 

And  here  we  see  the  true  meaning  of  what  logicians 
call  essential  attributes,  but  which  I  prefer  to  call 
nominal,  using  that  word  in  the  very  opposite 
sense  of  that  which  scholastic  philosophers  assigned 
to  it.  By  nominal  attributes  I  mean  those  by 
which  a  name  stands  or  falls.  They  constitute 
what  logicians  call  the  peculiar  property  of  a  thing. 
Take  away,  for  instance,  the  nominal  attribute 
four-footed,  and  the  name  of  camel  vanishes. 
But  take  away  the  attribute  with  two  humps, 
and  the  name  remains.  What  we  find  therefore  as 
the  result  of  our  inquiry  is  this,  that  what  I  call 
nominal  attributes  cannot  be  separated  from  their 
subject,  while  all  other  attributes  can.  Names,  no 
doubt,  may  be  changed.  Attributes  which  seemed  to 
be  essential  may  in  time  be  dropt,  and  new  essential 
attributes  may  be  discovered.      This  is  due  to  the 

Qq  2 
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progress  of  science,  though  we  should  never  forget 
that  the  true  progress  of  science  must  always  be 
realised  in  names.  That  being  so,  it  will  easily  be 
understood,  that  all  nominal  propositions  are  liable 
to  one  and  the  same  limitation  to  which  all  ex- 
perience is  liable,  namely,  'so  &r  as  we  know,' 
or  *in  this  present  state  of  ours/  No  conviction 
can  well  be  stronger  than  that  the  sun  will  rise 
in  the  morning  and  set  in  the  evening,  yet  even 
that  proposition,  as  we  saw,  is  liable  to  the  limitation 
inherent  in  all  human  experience. 

So  far,  therefore,  the  results  obtained  by  the 
Science  of  Language  would  serve  to  confirm  Mill's 
view,  that  aU  our  knowledge  is  derived  from  our 
senses,  and  that  the  degree  of  assurance  with  which 
we  predicate  any  attributes  depends  on  our  ex- 
perience. In  the  case  of  accidental  attributes,  this 
admits  of  no  doubt.  In  the  case  of  nominal  attri- 
butes, however,  Mill  is  under  the  sway  of  the  old 
illusion  that  *  names  and  their  signification  are  en- 
tirely arbitrary  ^'  while  we  have  seen  that  nothing 
is  less  arbitrary  than  names  and  their  signification. 
They  embody  the  historical  outcome  of  all  the 
knowledge  which  the  human  race  has  accumulated 
by  centuries  of  honest  toil.  To  call  a  nominal  pro- 
position such  as  *A11  men  are  rational  arbitrary, 
seems  to  me  like  committing  philosophical  suicide. 
For  all  practical  purposes  such  a  proposition  may 
be  called  almost  apodictic  and  imiversal;  for  not 
only  would  the  name  of  man  have  to  be  entirely 
surrendered,  if  we  separated  from  it  the  attribute 
rational,  but,  in  this  case,  all  human  reasoning  would 
come  to  an  end.     Nor  is  there  any  excuse  for  saying 

^  Logic,  i.  6,  I, 
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that  such  a  proposition  as  *A11  men  are  rational' 
is  only  analytical,  for  before  we  could  form  such 
an  analytical  proposition,  we  must  have  made  the 
synthetical  proposition  that  this  man  and  that  man, 
and,  at  last,  that  every  man  is  rational  We  cannot 
take  out  of  a  name  anything  beyond  what  we  have 
put  into  it.  Our  making  *  rational'  a  nominal  attri- 
bute of  man  is  in  the  first  instance  an  act  of  syn- 
thesis, though  not  of  arbitrary  synthesis,  for  the 
very  first  reason  why  such  a  name  as  man  (man-u-s) 
was  framed  at  all  was  the  wish  to  express  our  know- 
ledge that  *here  there  is  thought'  (man-u-te). 

We  have  now,  from  the  point  of  view  which  we 
have  reached,  to  approach  the  question,  unconditioiua 
Can  we  form  synthetical  judgments  with-  Truths. 
out  any  limitation,  or  judgments  professing  to  be 
necessarily  and  universally  true,  and  depending  for 
their  truth,  not  on  experience  only,  however  often 
repeated,  but  on  some  authority  higher  than,  or 
according  to  the  usual,  but  rather  objectionable  ter- 
minology, prior  to  all  experience  ? 

Kant  has  shown  that  we  find  such  knowledge, 
first,  in  what  he  calls  the  forms  of  sensuous  intuition. 
Space  and  Time  ;  and,  secondly,  in  the  categories  of 
the  understanding.  If  he  had  expressed  himself 
in  simpler  language,  few  people  would  have  hesitated 
to  accept  his  conclusions. 

We  all  know  that  mathematical  knowledge  claims 
the  character  of  necessity  and  universalitv, 
both  in  geometry  and  in  arithmetic.  In 
geometry  such  statements  as  the  straight  line  is 
the  shortest,  two  straight  lines  cannot  enclose  a 
space,  or  even  two  things  cannot  be  in  the  same 
place  at  the  same  time,  though  they  may  be  perceived 
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for  the  first  time  by  the  senses,  possess  a  greater 
certainty  than  any  number  of  repeated  acts  of  expe- 
rience could  ever  give  us.  They  are  more  certain  than 
that  the  sun  will  rise  to-morrow.  Space,  therefore, 
and  all  that  is  connected  with  space,  cannot  be  mere 
matter  of  experience.  As  all  experience  is  possible 
in  space  only,  space  cannot  be  the  result  of  ex- 
perience; and  though  I  can  conceive  all  that  fills 
space  and  is  the  result  of  experience,  as  gone,  I  can 
never  conceive  space  as  gone,  because  it  is  itself  not 
the  result  of  experience.  And  what  applies  to  space 
applies  to  time.  Time  also  is  presupposed  in  every 
experience,  because  nothing  could  be  the  object  of 
experience  except  as  existing  either  at  the  same 
time  or  in  succession,  nor  is  it  possible  to  imagine 
time  as  gone,  though  everything  that  has  happened 
in  time  is  gone.  Arithmetical  statements,  being 
founded  on  counting  successive  units  in  time,  are 
as  certain  as  geometrical  statements.  Arithmetics 
may  be  called  the  Science  of  Time,  as  Geometry  is 
the  Science  of  Space. 

If,  with  Kant,  we  call  the  geometrical  statement, 
that  the  straight  line  is  the  shortest,  a  synthetical 
judgment  h,  priori,  we  produce  the  impression,  which 
is  utterly  erroneous,  that  such  a  judgment  could  be 
made  prior  to  all  experience.  This  shows  the  mischief 
which  is  constantly  done  by  ill-chosen  words.  It 
is  quite  possible  that  two  persons  fastening  a  rope 
between  two  poles  would  see  that  the  stniighter 
they  puU  it,  the  shorter  length  of  rope  is  required. 
They  might  then  simply  state  an  observation  made 
by  them  for  the  first  time,  that  this  straight  rope, 
as  we  now  hold  it,  is  the  shortest.  But  if  that  fact 
is  once  known,  it  would  not  require  any  repetitions 
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to  make  it  more  certain  in  our  eyes  than  any  fact, 
however  many  times  it  may  have  been  repeated. 

It  might  be  said,  however,  that  *  shortest '  is  only 
a  nominal  attribute  of '  straight  line/  and  in  a  certain 
sense,  this  is  true.  We  should  not  call  a  line  straight, 
unless  it  was  also  the  shortest.  But  this  is  very 
difiFerent  from  saying  that  we  should  not  call  an 
island  island,  unless  it  was  surrounded  by  water; 
or  gold  gold,  unless  it  was  a  metal.  Shortest  cannot 
be  called  in  logic  the  higher  genus  of  straight,  nor 
•straight  of  shortest ;  and  while,  when  we  assert  the 
feet  that  an  island  must  be  surrounded  by  water, 
"we  must  in  the  end  appeal  to  experience,  we  dis- 
tinctly decline  to  appeal  to  experience  in  order  to 
prove  that  the  straight  line  is  the  shortest. 

It  is  true,  no  doubt,  that,  like  all  truths,  this  class 
of  apodictic  truths  also  exists  for  us  only  after  it  has 
been  named  and  clothed  in  language,  and  that  some  of 
these  truths  have  the  appearance  of  tautological  truths. 
If  straight  line  were  expressed  bylineadirecta,  and 
short  line  by  linea  directa,  the  statement  that  linea 
directa  =  linea  directa  or  directissima  would 
seem  to  be  a  tautological  repetition.  Still,  though 
straightness  and  shortness  may  be  but  two  aspects 
of  the  same  thing — straightness  being  in  space  what 
shortness  is  in  time — and  though  they  might  have 
Been  named  by  the  same  word,  they  are  two  aspects, 
and  to  know  that  they  are  so,  requires  some  kind  of 
synthesis,  if  only  a  synthesis  of  intuition. 

That  synthesis  of  intuition,  however,  is  not  enough 
to  give  us  knowledge,  and  whereas  Kant  tries  to 
explain  all  that  we  know  about  space  and  time  as 
the  immediate  result  of  sensuous  intuition,  I  cannot 
admit  any  kind  of  knowledge  that  has  not  passed 
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through  the  phases  of  concept  and  name.  There 
might  be  ever  so  many  lines,  straight,  crooked,  short, 
long,  they  would  be  nothing  to  us,  if  simply  seen,  and 
not  conceived  and  named.  Again,  a  hundred  would 
never  be  a  hundred  by  mere  sight ;  we  must  coimt  it 
and  name  it. 

Attempts  have  sometimes  been  made  to  prove 
these  geometrical  and  arithmetical  truths,  which  are 
nothing  if  they  are  not  self-evident,  but  all  such 
proofs  are  simply  tautological.  There  are  no  higher 
truths  to  which  these  truths  could  be  referred,  and 
by  which  they  could  be  confirmed  or  disproved. 
We  might  attempt  to  prove  that  the  straight  line  is 
the  shortest  by  saying  that  if  it  ever  went  out  of  its 
way  it  would  lose  time,  and  therefore  lose  space.  But 
this  is  no  more  than  repeating  that  a  straight  line 
does  not  lose  time  or  space,  and  is  therefore  what  it 
is,  namely  the  shortest.  And  by  what  higher  truth 
could  we  prove  that  it  is  impossible  for  two  straight 
lines  to  enclose  a  space  ?  We  see  that  it  is  so,  even 
without  using  our  eyes,  but  we  cannot  prove  it  by  any 
independent  standard.  It  has  been  said  that  every 
rectilinear  figure  must  have  as  many  angles  as  sides, 
and  as  a  triangle  is  the  simplest  figure  or  mode  of 
enclosing  space  by  straight  lines,  no  figure  could  have 
less  than  three  sides.  It  has  also  been  argued  that 
space  is  a  general  abstract  term,  derived  from  tri- 
angles, quadrangles,  and  other  figures,  and  that  as 
none  of  these  consists  of  less  than  three  sides,  space 
in  general  too  cannot  be  enclosed  by  less  than  three 
sides.  '  But  all  this  is  only  repeating  one  and  the 
same  fact,  a  fact  which  is  above  proof,  because  it  is 
the  result  of  what  we  are  ourselves,  a  necessity  to 
which  all  experience  must  submit.     If  we  call  these 
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local  and  temporal  intuitions  k  priori,  we  mean 
nothing  innate  or  cognate,  nothing  mysterious,  but 
simply  the  sine  qnk  non,  the  very  essence,  of  all 
sensuous  perception. 

And  what  applies  to  these  necessities  of  intuition, 
applies  likewise  to  the  necessities  of  our     categonei 
tmderstanding.     Here,  too,  we  mean  by     oftheun- 
h  priori  truth  simply  truth  which  can-  "*' 

not  be  explained  k  posteriori.  Experience,  like  a 
quarrel,  requires  two,  a  receiver  and  something  that 
is  received.  Now  we  receive  what  is  given  on  our 
own  conditions,  and  what  these  conditions  are  we  can 
only  discover  by  separating  in  our  knowledge  what 
can  be  and  what  cannot  be  the  result  of  experience. 
If  the  qualities  of  space  and  time,  as  we  saw,  cannot 
be  the  result  of  experience,  because  without  these 
two  forms,  no  experience  would  be  possible,  neither 
can  the  categories  of  our  understanding,  for  without 
them  we  should  understand  nothing. 

The  most  general  and  the  most  important  of  these 
categories  is  that  of  Causality,  or  of  suf- 
ncient  reason,  which  was  expressed  m 
scholastic  Latin  by  the  well-known  maxim.  Nihil 
est  sine  ratione  cur  potius  sit  quam  non  sit. 
That  this  cannot  be  a  conviction  acquired  and 
strengthened  by  experience  is  best  proved  by  the 
fact  that  our  creation  of  the  very  first  object,  or  our 
intuition  of  an  objective  world,  would  be  impossible 
without  it.  All  that  is  given  us  consists  in  affections 
of  the  senses.  It  is  we  who  at  once,  and  without 
any  wish  or  will  of  our  own,  change  these  affections 
into  objects  by  which  they  are  supposed  to  be  caused. 
We  do  this  in  the  very  act  of  naming.  The  sensation 
is  there,  say  of  bitterness.     As  soon  as  we  become 
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conscious  of  it,  we  say  '  it  bites/  and  the  it  is  the 
object  which  we  postulate  and  create  for  ourselves. 

And  what  applies  to  the  first  acts  of  our  mind, 
applies  to  every  subsequent  act.  As  we  believed 
that  everything  must  be  in  space  (side  by  side)  and 
in  time  (one  after  another),  so  we  believe  that  there 
can  be  no  break  or  void  anywhere,  but  that  every- 
thing must  be  caused  and  causing.  In  this  general 
postulate  we  cannot  be  wrong,  however  wrong  we 
may  be  in  assigning  certain  causes  to  certain  events. 

We  see  a  dewdrop  in  the  morning,  and  after  a  time 
we  see  that  it  has  vanished.  We  do  not  know  how, 
but  whatever  torture  we  may  apply  to  our  mind,  we 
can  never  bring  ourselves  to  say  that  it  vanished 
without  a  cause.  The  wind  may  have  swept  it 
away,  the  sun  may  have  dried  it,  a  bird  may  have 
drunk  it,  but  something  must  have  happened  to 
account  for  the  change.  What  is  the  true  cause, 
depends  on  observation.  The  sun  may  have  risen, 
and  the  dewdrop  may  have  vanished,  but  that  need 
not  be  more  than  a  succession  in  time,  a  post  hoc, 
not  a  propter  hoc.  The  same  applies  to  the  wind 
and  the  bird.  But  as  soon  as  our  senses  tell  us  that 
there  was  no  bird,  and  that  there  was  no  wind,  nor 
any  other  agent  to  produce  the  change,  then  the 
post  hoc  of  the  vanishing  of  the  dew  and  the  sun's 
rays  becomes  to  a  human  being  at  least  a  propter 
hoc,  and  the  craving  for  causality  is  satisfied. 

But  even  if  we  could  not  determine  which  was 
the  real  cause  of  the  vanishing  of  the  dew,  we  should 
nevertheless  postulate  the  existence  of  a  cause.  We 
cannot  yet  account  for  the  changes  of  weather,  but 
we  are  as  convinced  that  there  is  a  cause  for  them  as 
that  the  sun  is  the  cause  of  daylight.     To  say  that 
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all  this  is  nothing  but  a  mental  habit,  is  to  admit 
that  our  mind  is  capable  of  forming  such  habits 
because  it  is  what  it  is,  and  not  a  mere  mirror.  Why 
should  our  mind  not  be  satisfied  with  the  post  hoc  ? 
The  world  would  be  very  orderly,  if  everything 
happened  in  succession,  without  any  causal  link. 
Whence,  then,  that  craving  for  something  more  than 
the  senses  give  us,  whence  the  concept  of  a  propter 
hoc,  whence  the  belief  in  cause  and  effect  ?  Expe- 
rience never  tells  us  of  a  cause ;  our  mind,  even  in 
spite  of  experience,  always  postulates  a  cause.  Ac- 
cording to  what  rules  of  reasoning,  then,  are  we  to 
say  that  cause  is  the  result  of  experience  ? 

If  anywhere  the  influence  of  what  Mill  calk  intel- 
lectual or  even  moral  bias  may  be  seen,  it  is  here. 
Mill's  school  prides  itself  on  having  explained  ever  so 
many  most  complicated  processes  of  the  mind  by 
association,  and  who  would  deny  the-  excellent 
work  which  that  school  has  done  1  But  having 
found  that  this  key  could  open  so  many  secret 
drawers,  Mill  and  his  followers  seem  to  consider  it 
almost  as  an  insult,  as  a  reflection  on  the  whole 
system  of  their  philosophy,  if  a  single  drawer  should 
be  left  which  they  cannot  open.  In  this  respect 
they  differ  from  Kant  and  his  followers,  who,  though 
gladly  availing  themselves  of  the  help  which  expe- 
rience and  association  furnish  for  the  solution  of 
mental  problems,  point  to  the  fact  that  experience 
cannot  be  explained  by  experience  alone,  but  requires 
some,  though  very  few,  antecedents. 

It  has  become  the  fashion,  even  among  some  of 
Kant's  most  loyal  followers,  to  treat  the 
other  categories  as   of  less   consequence    categonw. 
than   that  of  causality,  or  to  surrender 
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them  altogether  as  k  priori  forms  of  thought.  Now 
it  is  quite  true  that  the  category  of  causality  is  the 
most  important  among  categories,  just  as  that  of 
ova-la  is  among  Aristotle's,  but  I  do  not  see  how  we 
can  account  for  our  intellectual  activity  without  pre- 
supposing the  other  categories  likewise. 

Whatever  is  given  us  in  our  sensation  cannot  be 
conceived  and  cannot  be  named  except  as  one,  many, 
or  all.  Anything  that  does  not  submit  to  one  of 
these  categories  has  no  existence  for  us.  Here  we 
have  Kant's  categories  of  Quantity. 

Again,  if  we  cannot  conceive  what  is  given  us 
except  as  either  cause  and  efifect,  neither  can  we 
conceive  anything  except  as  either  substance  or 
accident,  or  as  acting  reciprocally.  Anything  which 
does  not  fall  under  one  of  these  relations,  is  outside 
our  ken  altogether.  Here  we  have  Kant  s  categories 
of  Eolation. 

Once  more,  we  cannot  conceive  what  is  given  us 
except  as  either  actual,  possible,  or  necessary.  Any- 
thing outside  this  threefold  purview  is  nowhere,  so 
far  as  we  are  concerned.  These  are  Kant's  categories 
of  Modality. 

Lastly,  we  cannot  form  any  proposition  with 
regard  to  the  objects  that  fall  under  these  nine 
categories,  except  by  affirmation,  negation,  or  limita- 
tion— Kant's  categories  of  Quality. 

Whatever  else  these  twelve  conditions  may  be, 
whether  they  be  necessary  forms  of  all  existence  or 
not,  they  certainly  are  necessary  forms  of  everything 
that  is  to  be  thought  and  named  by  us,  of  everything 
which  we  make  objective  to  ourselves  ;  and  therefore 
they  too,  like  the  forms  of  sensuous  intuitions,  must 
be  called  h  priori,  or  not  only  k  priori,  but  eternal. 
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Mill  thinks  he  can  reduce  all  these  predicates  to 
four,  Existence,  Order  in  Place,  Order  in  Time, 
andBesemblance.  Existence,  no  doubt, 
is  the  most  important  of  all  categories,    Cftte^riea 
which  Aristotle  puts  first,  and  Schopen- 
hauer, under  the  name  of  causality,  first  and  last. 
Order  in  Place  and  Time  would  correspond  to  Kant's 
forms  of  sensuous  intuition,  while  in  predicating  resem- 
blance we  are  simply  grouping  things  as  one,  many, 
or  all  (Kant  8  categories  of  quantity),  which,  according 
to  Mill  8  followers,  is  the  foundation  of  comparison 
and  indirectly  of  all  reasoning^. 

Causation,  which  Mill  at  first  mentions  as  a  fifth 
predicate,  is  afterwards  treated  by  him  as  not  different 
from  what  he  calls  order  of  time  2. 

The  question  how  we  came  to  predicate  these 
four  or  five  categories,  is  never  asked  by  Mill,  but  he 
evidently  thinks  that  all  these  predicates,  like  every- 
thing we  know,  are  the  result  of  repeated  experience. 
And  yet  can  we  imagine  any  experience  unless  to  a 
recipient  who  can  distinguish  between  one  and  many, 
subject  and  predicate,  cause  and  effect  ?  If,  as  Mill 
declares,  there  is  really  no  difference  in  our  sensations 
of  substances  and  predicates,  why  then  should  our 
sensations  ever  grow  out  of  this  chaos  ?  Why  should 
we  begin  to  count,  which  no  pure  mirror  does  ?  Why 
should  we  postulate  a  substance,  which  we  see  no- 
where 1  Why  should  we  be  convinced  that  causality, 
and  not  only  succession  in  time,  holds  the  whole  of 
our  experience  together,  considering  that  mere  ex- 
perience never  tells  us  that  it  does  ? 

We  have  thus  seen  that  the  Science  of  Thought, 

*  On  the  true  meaning  of  resemblance,  see  Noir6,  Logos,  p.  72. 

*  Logic,  iii.  24,  i. 
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supported,  as  it  is,  by  the  Science  of  Language, 
solves  the  riddle  of  h,  priori  knowledge  in  a  way 
that  ought  to  satisfy  all  parties.  It  shows  that  all 
•our  propositions  refer  to  names,  that  is,  to  what  we 
know  of  things,  not  to  what  things  are,  as  not  known 
by  us.  It  likewise  shows  that  our  first  synthetical 
judgments  mean  no  more  than  that  two  different 
names  are  applicable  to  the  same  thing,  as,  for  in- 
stance, *this  man  speaks/  but  that,  after  a  time, 
certain  names  are  made  so  dependent  on  others  that 
nothing,  for  instance,  is  to  be  called  man  that  does 
not  speak.  This  is  the  highest  degree  of  certainty 
that  can  be  attained  from  experience,  and  if  I  call 
that  certainty  nominal,  and  the  attributes  to  which 
it  refers  nominal,  not  essential,  it  is  because  I  think 
I  have  shown  that  nominal  is  the  last  and  highest 
form  which  our  knowledge  can  attain.  Yet  all  this 
knowledge  is  h.  posteriori,  and,  if  analysed  into  its 
component  parts,  cannot  in  the  end  appeal  to  any 
certainty  higher  than  what  is  supplied  by  the  senses. 
The  only  judgments  which  are  not  h,  posteriori, 
though  suggested  at  first  by  the  senses  also,  are  the 
geometrical  and  arithmetical  propositions,  the  law  of 
general  causality,  and  such  deductions  as  can  be  made 
from  the  categories  of  our  mind,  as,  for  instance, 
Everything  must  be  either  one,  or  many,  or  aU,  must 
be  real,  possible,  or  necessary,  must  be  affirmed,  or 
denied,  or  limited.  For  the  truth  of  these  state- 
ments we  have  not  to  appeal  in  the  end  to  experience, 
on  the  contrary,  all  experience  depends  on  them,  and 
in  this  sense  only  may  we  call  them  k  priori,  neces- 
sary, universal  truths. 

I  can  hardly  doubt  that,  with  these  limitations. 
Mill  himself  would  have  accepted  what  we  call  h. 
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priori  truths,  for  what  he  has  to  say  against  the 
infallible  character  of  these  truths,  strikes 
me  as  opposed  to  the  principles  of  his  Miiretran. 
own  philosophy.  Mill  appeals  to  what  views. 
must  for  ever  be  outside  the  limits  of  our 
experience,  in  order  to  show  that  our  k  priori 
truths  which,  though  confirmed  by  all  experience, 
we  consider  true,  independent  of  all  experience, 
may,  after  all,  not  be  true.  Now  here  I  would 
remark,  once  for  all,  that  everything  we  are  thinking 
must  be  thought  of  as  within  the  limits  of  our  mind 
and  our  senses.  What  is  true  within  that  sphere, 
limited  though  it  be,  is  to  us,  as  limited  beings, 
absolutely  true.  To  say  that  the  shortness  of  a 
straight  line  may  not  prevail  outside  the  solar  system, 
conveys  to  me  no  meaning  at  all.  To  say  that  there 
may  be  a  world  in  which  the  law  of  causation  does 
not  assert  itself,  seems  to  me  no  more  than  to  say 
that  there  may  be  a  madhouse.  We  may  safely  leave 
such  speculations  to  the  believers  in  four  dimensions 
of  space.  I  know  that  there  is  a  horizon  of  our 
knowledge,  but  I  know  equally  well  that,  being  what 
we  are,  we  cannot  jump  over  it,  nor  even  suggest 
such  doubts  as  Mill  suggests. 

I  believe  that  Mill  never  understood  the  small 
demands  which  Kant  really  made  in  claiming  for 
the  forms  of  intuition  and  for  the  categories  of  the 
understanding  the  name  of  h.  priori.  Kant  ascribed 
no  mvsterious  character  to  them,  he  did  not  commit 
himself  to  any  opinion  as  to  their  origin.  He  simply 
said,  Here  they  are  with  a  character  of  their  own> 
which  is  different  from  that  of  all  our  other  ex* 
perience.  That  the  same  thing  cannot  be  in  two 
places  at  the  same  time,  that  two  things  cannot  be 
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in  the  same  place  at  the  same  time,  that  the  whole 
is  greater  than  a  part,  that  two  and  two  make  four, 
that  everything  must  have  a  cause — all  these  are 
facts  commanding  assent  such  as  no  other  facts  of 
mere  experience,  not  even  the  daily  rising  of  the  sun, 
can  command.  No  doubt,  if  we  say  with  Hume, 
that  experience  can  never  give  us  necessary  truth, 
and  that  the  law  of  causality  rests  on  experience,  we 
can  only  conclude  with  him  that  therefore  the  law 
of  causality  is  not  a  necessary  truth.  But  in  that 
case  we  must  give  up  all  reasoning,  including  Hume's 
own  reasoning  against  causality. 

I  admit  that  the  name  h,  priori,  if  taken  in  its 
etymological  sense,  is  misleading,  and  I  can  quite 
understand  why  this  name,  as  well  as  innate,  cognate, 
absolute,  transcendent,  should  excite  the  intellectual, 
and  even  the  moral  wrath  of  the  empirical  school. 
It  seems  to  them  as  if,  by  admitting  anything  beyond 
experience,  anything  k  priori,  we  attempted  to  raise 
human  nature  beyond  its  proper  level,  wishing  at 
the  same  time  to  open  an  inlet  for  other  truths 
which  claim  a  mysterious  character  and  a  super- 
human authority. 

But  Kant  is  the  very  last  person  to  encourage 
such  philosophical  or  theological  legerdemain. 
On  the  contrar}',  through  the  whole  of  his  philo- 
sophy  he  insists  most  strongly  that  these  k  priori 
forms  or  antecedent  conditions  of  knowledge  have  no 
authority  whatever  *  except  in  and  for  experience.' 
They  must  not  be  applied  to  anything  except  what 
the  senses  supply,  and  to  use  the  category  of  causality, 
for  instance,  in  order  to  establish  the  existence  of  God 
is,  according  to  Kant,  a  philosophical  blunder. 

If  only  we  could  always  remember  the  first  in- 
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tentions  of  our  words,  many  philosophical  difficulties 
would  vanish.  I  know  in  Greek  (olSa) 
meant  originally,  I  have  seen,  and  there- 
fore I  know.  To  apply  such  a  word  to  our  knowledge 
of  causes,  forces,  atoms,  and  faculties  would  be  a 
solecism,  to  apply  it  to  God  would  be  self-contra- 
dictory. We  want  another  word,  which  should  mean 
I  have  not  seen  and  yet  I  know,  and  that  is — ^faith. 

^We  have  but  faith,  we  cannot  know, 
For  knowledge  is  of  things  we  see/ 

Everywhere  we  are  led  to  the  same  conclusion: 
if  we  want  to  think  correctly,  if  we  have  any  belief 
left  in  philosophy,  we  must  look,  first  of  all,  to  our 
names.  If  we  think  in  names,  our  philosophy  ought 
to  be  a  constant  Katharsis  of  names.  In  the  ordinary 
business  of  life  we  cannot  help  taking  our  words, 
like  our  coins,  at  their  current  value,  but  when  higher 
interests  are  at  stake  we  cannot  be  too  much  on  our 
guard  against  spurious  or  debased  coins.  When 
treating  in  our  last  chapter  of  propositions,  we  fol- 
lowed Euler's  example  in  representing  names  by 
circles.  But  although  this  is  a  convenient  process, 
it  would  be  the  greatest  mistake  to  imagine  that  the 
intension  of  every  name  is  really  so  complete,  so 
perfectly  defined  as  the  planes  enclosed  by  the  peri- 
pheries of  those  circles.  The  outline  of  the  extension 
of  most  of  our  names  is  very  jagged  and  uncertain, 
the  weight  of  their  intension  varies  as  they  pass  from 
mouth  to  mouth,  till  an  accurate  process  of  definition 
has  taken  place,  and  some  authoritative  declaration 
been  made  as  to  what  is  inside  and  what  is  outside 
a  certain  name. 

Any  student  of  language  who  knows  in  what  hap- 
hazard way  words  are  formed  and  afterwards  made 

R  r 
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to  do  service  for  anything  that  the  human  mind 
NecesBity  of  requires,  will  not  be  surprised  at  the  per- 
definition.  fg^^  mazc  in  which  even  the  best  thinkers 
find  themselves  before  thev  come  to  understand  one 
another.  How  often  do  we  hear  people  say,  'Matter 
means  this,  and  Mind  means  that,'  as  if  either  Miitter 
or  Mind  had  any  inherent  meaning,  or  as  if  they  could 
mean  anything  except  what  we  ourselves  or  our 
betters  wish  them  to  mean.  The  whole  of  philosophy 
may  be  called  a  struggle  between  the  new  and  the  old 
meanings  of  words,  and  much  philosophical  con- 
troversy would  vanish,  if  disputants  would  only  con- 
descend to  define  their  words.  But  to  be  asked  to 
define  the  meaning  of  words,  has  almost  come  to  be 
considered  as  an  insult.  Nor  is  it  an  easy  matter  to 
do  so  at  a  moment's  notice.  But  this,  so  far  from 
being  a  reason  why  it  should  not  be  done,  serves  only 
to  show  how  necessary  it  is  that  it  should  be  done. 
In  many  cases  much  would  be  gained  if  disputants, 
even  without  giving  a  full  definition  of  a  word,  would 
tell  us  at  least  to  which  of  the  Aristotelian  categories 
they  wish  to  refer  it.  I  pointed  out  before  (p.  248), 
how  much  misapprehension  was  caused  by  Mill  when 
explaining  Matter  as  *the  permanent  possibility  of 
sensation,'  Mind  as  *  the  permanent  possibility  of  feel- 
ing.' Here,  first  of  all,  an  artificial  distinction  is  made 
between  sensation  and  feeling,  sensation  being  used 
in  a  passive,  feeling  in  an  active  sense.  It  would 
have  been  easy  and  certainly  clearer,  if  Mill  had  de- 
fined Matter  as  the  permanent  possibility  of  being 
felt.  Mind  as  the  permanent  possibility  of  feeling. 
However,  as  Mill  explains  what  he  means  by  sen- 
sation on  one  side  and  feeling  on  the  other,  that 
might  pass.     The  real  mischief  lies  in  the  use  of  the 
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word  possibility.  Is  that  word  used  under  the 
category  of  ovarla,  or  not  ?  If  it  is,  then  why  not  say, 
*  Matter  is  what  permanently  makes  sensation  pos- 
sible, Mind  what  permanently  makes  feeling  possible;* 
or,  better  still,  *  Matter  is  what  can  be  permanently 
felt,  Mind  what  can  permanently  feel/  This  does 
not  sound  so  grand,  but  it  gives  all  that  is  contained 
in  Mill's  words,  and  gives  it  in  a  clear  form. 

I  feel  the  same  strong  objection  to  Schopenhauer^s 
use  of  the  word  Will  In  no  language  is  Will  anything 
but  the  state  or  act  of  something  else.  It  is  pre- 
dicate, not  subject.  Why  then  use  that  word  to  signify 
what  is  meant  for  the  subject  of  all  subjects,  de- 
pendent on  nothing,  predicable  of  nothing  ?  I  do  not 
contest  the  right  of  philosophers  to  assign  to  all 
words  a  new  meaning,  but  to  move  a  word  from  one 
category  into  another  is  a  much  more  doubtful  step, 
and,  if  taken  at  all,  it  should  be  taken  with  full 
notice,  or  with  the  sanction  of  that  popular  consensus 
against  which  there  is  no  appeal.  As  Schopenhauer's 
Will  is  clearly  taken  from  the  VedSnta  philosophy, 
why  not  retain  Brahman,  whether  as  a  neuter  or  as 
a  masculine,  a  word  which  some  Sanskrit  scholars 
have   translated  by  Will,   or,   better  still,  Atman, 

Self? 

It  cannot  be  denied,  however,  that  there  is  some- 
thing in  certain  words  which  defies  defini-  The  odour  of 
tion.  There  is  a  kind  of  odour  about  ^°'^- 
words  which  varies  at  different  periods.  It  becomes 
most  clearly  perceptible  when  we  compare  the  mean- 
ing which  the  same  word  assumes  in  cognate  lan- 
guages. Whoever  has  attempted  translation  from 
German  into  English,  or  from  English  into  German, 
will  know  what  I  mean.     I  do  not  think  of  such 

Br  2 
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words  only  as  wife  and  Weib,  bride  and  Braut, 
maid  and  Magd  or  Madchen.  I  mean  words  which 
change  slowly  from  generation  to  generation  till  they 
come  to  mean  almost  the  opposite  of  what  they  were 
originally  meant  to  mean. 

No  title  could  be  more  honourable  at  first  than 
was  that  of  Sophistes.  It  was  applied  to  the 
greatest  thinkers,  such  as  Sokrates  and  Plato,  nay,  it 
was  not  considered  irreverent  to  apply  it  to  the 
Creator  of  the  Universe.  Afterwards  it  sank  in 
value,  because  applied  to  men  who  cared  neither  for 
truth  nor  for  wisdom,  but  only  for  victory,  till  to  be 
called  a  sophist  became  almost  an  insult.  Again, 
what  name  could  be  more  creditable  in  its  original 
acceptation  than  that  of  Sceptic?  It  meant  thought- 
ful, reflective,  and  was  a  name  given  to  philosophers 
who  carefully  looked  at  all  the  bearings  of  a  case 
before  they  ventured  to  pronounce  a  positive  opinion. 
And  now  a  sceptic  is  almost  a  term  of  reproach,  very 
much  like  heretic,  a  word  which  likewise  began  by 
conveying  what  was  most  honourable,  namely,  a  power 
to  choose  between  right  and  wrong,  till  it  was 
stamped  with  the  meaning  of  choosing  from  sheer 
perversity  what  the  majority  holds  to  be  wrong. 

As  all  philosophy  has  to  deal,  first  of  all,  with  words, 
there  is  no  salvation  for  philosophy  except  definition, 
that  is,  criticism  of  words.  The  very  word  phi- 
losophy may  serve  as  an  instance.  How  often  do 
we  read  in  German  works  on  philosophy  that  men 
like  Bacon  and  Newton,  or  in  modern  times  Lyell 
and  Darwin,  are  not  philosophers  at  all.  Schelling's 
joke  about  'philosophical  instruments'  is  trotted  out 
again  and  again.  The  fact  is  that  since  the  days  of 
Descartes,  and  still  more,  since  the  days  of  Elant, 
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philosophy  in  Germany  has  been  used  chiefly  in 
the  sense  of  Erkenntniss-theorie,  knowledge  of 
knowledge,  eTrio-nJ/AJ/  r^y  eTricrT^/Ati^,  There  is  much  to 
be  said  for  defining  philosophy  in  that  sense,  because 
whatever  exists  for  us  can  only  exist  as  perceived, 
known,  and  named  by  us,  and  therefore  the  founda- 
tion of  all  philosophy  must  be  the  exploration  of  the 
foundation  on  which  all  knowledge  rests.  It  is  the 
prima  philosophia,  and,  according  to  some,  the  ul- 
tima philosophia  likewise.  As  soon  as  philosophy 
is  so  defined,  all  the  useless  squabbles,  whether,  for  in- 
stance, A  uguste  Comte  and  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  deserve 
to  be  called  philosophers,  would  cease  at  once.  The 
name  might  be  good  enough  for  Kant, '  who  extracts 
sunbeams  out  of  cucumbers,'  but,  if  applicable  to  Kant, 
my  friend  Mr.  Shadworth  Hodgson  would,  I  fear,  reject 
it  with  scorn.  Still  there  remains  a  lurking  love  for 
the  name.  People  do  not  like  to  part  with  it,  though 
it  seems  to  have  been  so  much  degraded.  A  few  stu- 
dents of  mind-stuff  might  say,  '  If  that  is  your  defini- 
tion, of  philosophy,  we  should  rather  not  be  called 
philosophers,'  but  others  would  rather  retain  it,  though 
with  a  new  definition.  Hence  so  many  fights  about 
the  odour  of  a  word,  even  when  people  care  very  little 
for  the  carcass  from  which  it  arises. 

Even  Mill,  with  all  his  contempt  for  merely  verbal 
knowledge,  is  quite  aware  how  many  of  our       verbal 
fallacies  are  due  to  the  nature  of  names.      Fallacies. 
How  is  it  that  he  has  never  asked  himself,  whether 
true  knowledge  can  be  due  to  any  other  cause  1    If  we 
fall  by  our  legs,  do  we  not  also  walk  by  our  legs  ? 

And  there  are  fallacies  about  fallacies  too,  and  Mill 
seems  to  me  bv  no  means  free  from  them.  He  con- 
stantly  uses  words  as  if  they  could  have  one  meaning 
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only,  whereas   some   have  no  longer  any  meaning 
at  all. 

When  he  says,  for  instance,  that  it  is  a  fallacy  to 
sav  that  gravitation  cannot  act  throuffh 
empty  space,  the  fallacy  is  his  quite  as 
much  as  his  opponents'.  Both  he  and  his  opponents 
take  empty  space  as  if  it  were  a  well-defined  word 
which  everybody  accepts  in  the  same  sense.  But 
empty  space  is  so  far  from  being  a  well-defined  word 
that  it  may  possibly  turn  out  to  be  self-contradictory. 
Empty  space  meant  originally  no  more  than  an 
empty  room,  a  space  emptied  of  all  its  furniture. 
After  a  time,  when  it  became  possible  to  exhaust 
the  air,  a  space  thus  exhausted  was  called  empty 
space,  or  a  vacuum.  But  vacuum  meant  no 
more  than  without  air,  and  it  was  simply  a  wrong 
induction  to  conclude  that  a  space  empty  of  air 
could  not  be  pervaded  by  the  vibrations  of  light  or 
other  invisible  media  ^.  Lastly,  when  empty  space 
was  defined,  as  it  was  as  early  as  the  days  of  Aris- 
totle, as  space  without  matter,  a  new  element  of  un- 
certainty was  introduced  by  the  undefined  name  of 
matter.  There  is  nothing  in  our  senses  or  in  our 
reason  to  authorise  us  ever  to  speak  of  space  without 
matter,  but  if  we  once  foim  such  a  concept,  we  have 
a  right  to  deny  what  is  contradictory,  namely,  that 
in  a  space  where  there  is  no  matter,  matter  should 
act  ^  just  as  we  can  draw  a  formal  conclusion  that 
'a   ghost  being  something  which   cannot  be  seen, 


^  Logic,  p.  498  b. 

'  Newton  himself  declared  that  it  was  to  him  inconceivable  that 
inanimate  brute  matter  should,  without  the  mediation  of  Bome- 
thing  which  is  not  matenal,  opemte  upon  and  affect  other  matter 
without  mutual  contact. 
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therefore  it  is  impossible  that  a  ghost  should  be 
seen,  for,  if  seen,  it  would  cease  to  be  what  we  call 
ghost.' 

We  must  in  all  our  mental  acts  remain  within  the 
limits  of  our  own  senses,  our  own  concepts,  our  own 
names.     We  cannot,  as  Mill  constantly  attempts  to 
do,  live  at  the  same  time  as  a  chrysalis  and  soar 
about  as  a  butterfly.     With  us  matter  cannot  think, 
with  us  space  cannot  be  empty,  with  us  two  lines 
cannot  enclose  a  space,  with  us  there  cannot  be  a 
shorter  line  than  the  straight.     If  Mill  says  that  all 
this  may  be  merely  '  limitations  of  our  very  limited 
minds,  and  not  in  nature  at  all '  (Logic,  v.  3,  3),  it  is 
difficult  to  see  what  this  has  to  do  with  us.    What  is 
strange  is  that  a  philosopher  of  Mills  calibre  should 
appeal  to  these  superhuman  realms  of  transcendental 
possibilities,   of  which  even   Kant  would   not  dare 
either  to  assert  or  to  deny  anything.     He  seems  in 
this  respect  more  metaphysical  than  the  most  meta- 
physical of  German  metaphysicians.     And  that  is  no 
doubt  the  reason  why  he  does  not  apprehend  what 
Kant  means  by  k  priori  forms  of  sense  and  thought. 
They  are  the  forms  without  which  we,  poor  mortals, 
can  neither  see  nor  think,  and  which  to  us  are  there- 
fore what  is  called  h  priori,  i.e.  beyond  the  reach  of 
h  posteriori  doubt.     There  may  be  worlds  where 
space    has   four   dimensions  or  none  at   all,  where 
nothing  is  either   substance  or  predicate,  cause  or 
eflfect,  one  or  many,  where  everything  that  is  possible 
is  real,  and  everything  that  is  real  is  necessary.     But 
if  that  is  so,  it  would  seem  to  follow  all  the  more 
that  what  subjects  our  present  world  to  the  Umita- 
tions  of  space,  time,  and   the  so-called   categories, 
must  be  our  fault,  whether  we  like  it  or  not,  must  be 
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inherent  in  our  subjective  nature,  and  thus  become 
an  irrevocable  law  of  our  objective  world. 

It  has  been  asked,  suppose  that  all  were  chaos,  or 
that  we  were  suddenly  transferred  to  the  eve  of  the 
first  day  of  creation,  how  would  the  law  of  causality 
apply?  It  would  apply  in  two  ways.  Our  raind 
would  postulate  order  in  chaos,  and  if  it  could 
discover  none,  the  law  would  still  be  proved  by  the 
breach.  We  have  only  to  abolish  within  ourselves 
the  law  of  causality,  and  we  are  at  once  in  full  chaos 
and  on  the  eve  of  the  first  day  of  creation. 

Mill  declares  in  one  place  (Logic,  v.  3,  3)  that  it  is 
a  mere  fallacy  to  say  that  matter  cannot 
think.  Here  again  he  ought  to  define, 
first  of  all,  what  he  means  by  matter,  and,  according 
to  his  definition,  it  may  or  may  not  be  a  fallacy  to 
say  that  matter  cannot  think.  If  we  say  that 
matter  cannot  think,  we  do  not  say  so  because  we 
cannot  conceive  thought  to  be  annexed  to  any 
arrangement  of  material  particles.  That  is  not  our 
reason,  for  it  would,  on  the  contrary,  be  easy  to 
answer  that  our  experience  never  shows  us  thought 
except  as  annexed  to  some  arrangement  of  material 
particles^.  The  reason  why  we  are  justified  in  saying, 
*  matter  cannot  think,*  is  our  having  in  our  language 
and  thought  separated  matter  from  thought,  our 
having  called  and  conceived  what  is  without  thought 
matter,  and  what  is  without  matter  thought.  Having 
done  this,  we  are  as  certain  that  our  matter  cannot 
think  as  that  A  =  A  and  not  =  B. 


^  ^Nam  ex  eo  quod  considerari  potest  cogitatio  sine  con- 
sideratione  corporis,  inferre  volunt  iion  esse  opus  corporis 
cogitantis/     Hobbes,  Logica,  i.  3,  4. 
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Definition  is  therefore  the  only  remedy  which  the 
Science  of  Thought  can  prescribe.  That  thought  is 
oflen  hide-bound  in  language,  that  its  history  is  a 
constant  struggle  against  effete  words,  that  the  record 
of  its  sufferings  and  diseases  may  be  read  in  all 
mythologies,  in  all  religions,  and  in  all  philosophies, 
all  this  is  well  known  bv  this  time.  All  honest 
philosophers  have  felt  it,  and  though  they  have 
soared  high  on  the  pinions  of  language,  yet  even  in 
their  highest  flights  their  wings  have  always  been 
a  heavy  weight.  It  is  in  the  development  of  thought 
as  in  every  other  development :  the  present  suffers 
from  the  past,  and  the  future  struggles  hard  in 
escaping  from  the  present.  Thought  is  a  constant 
birth,  and  language  a  constant  cry  of  agony :  yet 
there  is  always  new  thought  springing  from  old 
thought,  and  living  words  rising  from  the  ashes  of 
dead  words.  For  better  or  for  worse,  language  and 
thought  are  inseparably  united :  a  divorce  means 
destruction  to  both. 

We  saw  how  dear  Bishop  Berkeley  forswore  the 
use  of  words,  but  could  forswear  them  in  words  only. 
Other  philosophers,  feeling  how  frail  were  the  wings 
which  their  fathers  had  fashioned  for  them  to  fly, 
like  Ikaros,  toward  the  light  of  truth,  were  bold 
enough  to  think  of  throwing  them  away  and  of  forg- 
ing a  new  language  for  themselves.  But  they  found  it 
was  more  than  mortal  hands  could  achieve.  Never- 
theless, what  Leibniz  suggested,  and  what  Bishop 
Wilkins  carried  out  to  a  certain  extent,  a  com- 
pletely new  philosophical  language,  would  be  the 
best  cure  for  that  malady  of  language  which  has 
afflicted  our  race  as  long  as  we  know  it,  though  even 
that  could  only  give  temporary  relief.     Aegri  mor- 
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tales  is  true  here  as  elsewhere.  Still  we  must  not 
despair.  As  in  medicine,  so  in  philosophy,  a  right 
diagnosis  of  the  disease  is  something.  To  know  that 
we  are  ailing  and  why  we  are  ailing  often  suggests 
the  remedy.  If  we  keep  aloof  from  indigestible  food, 
and  observe  the  general  laws  of  health,  we  may  live 
and  work  to  some  purpose.  If  we  keep  aloof  from 
ill-defined  words,  and  observe  the  general  laws  of 
thought,  we  may  think  and  speak  to  some  purpose. 
The  Science  of  Language  has  shown  us  the  wonderful 
structure  of  the  organ  of  thought — the  bones,  the 
muscles,  the  nerves  in  grammar  and  dictionary.  The 
Science  of  Thought  is  to  the  Science  of  Language 
what  Biology  is  to  Anatomy.  It  shows  us  the 
purpose  of  the  organ,  its  work,  its  life.  The  two  are 
really  one.  Yet  in  the  progress  of  human  knowledge 
the  firm  foundation  had  to  be  laid  by  the  Science  of 
Language,  before  it  was  possible  to  erect  on  it  the 
new  edifice  of  the  Science  of  Thought,  or  to  indicate 
at  least  how  it  might  be  carried  out  by  those  who 
will  come  after  us. 
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THE  FUNDAMENTAL  CONCEPTS  EXPRESSED 

BY  SANSKRIT  ROOTS. 

Preliminary  Remarks. 

The  Sanekrit  roots  in  the  following  list  have  been  given  generally  in  that 
form  in  which  we  find  them  quoted  by  Hinda  grammarians,  leaving  out  the 
indicatory  letters.  Instead  of  the  vowel  ri,  I  have  in  writing  the  roots, 
employed  the  letter  JRy  though  without  changing  its  place  in  the  alphabet. 
The  letter  JR  has  been  used  in  roots  which  Hindu  grammarians  write  with 
rt,  that  is  in  roots  the  vowel  of  which  varies  between  ar,  ir.  nr,  and  some- 
times ri.  In  roots  in  which  the  nasal  is  variable,  I  have  written  it  with  a 
6mall  letter,  and  have  not  allowed  the  nasal  to  count  in  the  alphabetical 
arrangement  of  roots.  Where  the  nasal  is  permanent,  it  has  been  written 
with  a  capital  letter,  and  counts. 

I  have  not  added  a  final  a  to  roots  ending  in  consonimts. 

Having  always  defined  a  root  as  the  last  residuum  of  grammatical  analysis, 
as  that  which  remains  after  everything  that  can  be  shown  to  be  the  result  of 
the  formative  processes  of  language  has  been  removed,  I  naturally  prefer  the 
form  in  which  Sanskrit  grammarians  have  handed  down  their  roots  to  us  to 
that  which  some  European  scholars  have  lately  adopted.  From  their  point  of 
view,  I  do  not  deny  that  much  is  to  be  said  for  calling,  for  instance,  the  root 
in  pra-bddhi  (Rv.  viii,  27,  19),  at  the  awakening,  in  buddh^s,  awakened, 
inbddhati,  he  knows,  and  inbauddha,  a  follower  of  Buddha,  BaUDH,  or 
even  BeXJDH,  and  not  BUDH.  We  then  say  that  BaUDH  is  weakened,  under 
certain  circumstances,  not  that  BUDH  is  strengthened.  Consistency,  it  has  been 
said,  would  require  us,  if  we  give  BUDH  as  the  radical  form,  to  give  FT  as  the 
radical  form,  instead  of  PAT,  because  in  several  cases  where  BaUDH  appears 
as  BUDH,  PAT  appears  as  FT,  provided  it  be  pronounceable.  All  this,  and  a 
great  deal  more,  is  perfectly  true.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  we  mean  by  root 
that  which  can  be  reduced  no  further,  BaUDH  c&nnot  claim  that  name, 
for  BaUDH  contains  one  element  that  can  be  removed,  without  destroying 
the  life  of  the  root.  That  element  is  not  only  moveable,  but  seems  to  have 
a  definite  grammatical,  purpose.  Grammarians  may  differ  about  the  original 
purpose  of  Guna,  which  takes  place  when  the  accent  falls  on  the  radical 
syllable.  It  may  be  purely  mechanical,  but  it  may  also,  at  least  in  the 
beginning,  have  been  intentional.  Certain  suffixes,  still  asserting  their 
modificatory  character,  may  have  retained  the  accent,  as  a  sign  of  that 
character ;    others,  having  ceased  to  be  felt  as    modificatory,    may    have 
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allowed  it  to  fall  back  on  the  radical  syllable.  That  accent,  the  ud&tta, 
whether  as  pitch  or  as  stress,  may  have  provoked  the  strengthening  of  the 
radical  vowel.    Hence : — 

Pres.  VltlD-mi.  ViilT.si,  VilT-ti,  but  VIDmifa,  VIT-thi,  VID-inti. 
Perf.   VilDa   (or«a),   ViilTtha   (oTcr-tfa),   VilDa    (o78«),    but   VID-mi 
(»-/*€ v),  VID-i,  VID-tiA. 

In  all  this  we  seem  to  see  cause  and  effect,  the  accent,  if  falling  on  the 
radical  vowel,  producing  Guiia,  but  leaving  the  radical  vowel  unchanged,  if 
on  the  termination. 

We  have  a  still  clearer  instance  in  the  formation  of  the  degrees  of  com- 
parison. Both  comparatives  and  superlatives  in  lyas  and  ish^Aa,  for  some 
reason  which  it  is  difficult  to  explain,  throw  the  accent  on  the  first  syllable. 
Thus  from  kship-ril,  quick,  we  have  ksh^p-tyas,  ksh^p-ish^Aa;  from 
ur-ti,  wide,  vir-lyas,  vi(r-ish^Aa,  etc.  The  same  rule  obtains  in  Greek. 
The  suffixes  ra  and  u  do  not  require  the  accent  invariably,  for  we  have 
gr/dh-ra  (not  gilLrdh-ra),  greedy,  by  the  side  of  kship-ri^  quick; 
we  have  vils-u,  good,  by  the  side  of  ur-ii,  wide.  But  there  is  no  excep- 
tion with  regard  to  the  accent  of  comparatives  and  superlatives  (unless 
we  think  of  ^yesh^A^),  and  it  is  but  natural  therefore  to  ascribe  the 
strengthening  of  the  radical  vowel  to  one  and  the  same  cause,  the  accent 
on  the  first,  as  required  by  the  suffixes  lyas  and  ish^Aa. 

I  do  not  say  that  these  arguments  are  unanswerable;  what  arguments 
are,  when  we  have  to  deal  with  the  immense  variability  of  language  ?  All  I 
maintain  is  that,  according  to  our  own  definition  of  what  a  root  is,  namely 
that  which  resists  further  analysis,  but,  at  the  same  time,  is  pronounceable, 
KSHIP  has  a  better  right  to  be  called  root  than  KSHalP. 

Those  who  maintain  that  the  palatalisation  of  initial  gutturals  was  due  to 
the  influence  of  a  following  a,  that  is,  e,  would  find  it  difficult  to  account  for 
such  forms  as  kopayati  by  the  side  of  kup,  for  it  up  and  itopati,  except,  of 
course,  by  analogy. 

I  have  nothing  to  say  against  another  argument,  namely  that  those  who 
give  BUDH  as  the  most  primitive  form  of  the  root,  should  likewise  give 
KBIy  and  not  KAR.  But  if  Boehtlingk  and  Roth  in  their  great  Dictionary 
prefer  to  write  these  roots  as  KAR,  everybody  surely  understands  why  they 
do  so,  and  if  we  understand  each  other,  why  not  allow  a  certain  amount  of 
individual  freedom  ?  I  prefer  to  write  such  roots  which  may  represent 
their  vowel  by  ri  or  ar,  with  JR  ;  for  instance,  KAi,  BH^,  etc.,  but  as  this 
U  sometimes  troublesome  in  printing,  I  am  quite  satisfied  with  either  ri  or 
ar.  Granted  that  those  who  writ«  BUDH,  should  write  Ki2/,  what  about 
such  roots  as  RABH  ?  I  think  it  was  Lepsius  who  first  pointed  out  that 
nasalisation  is  in  eveiy  respect  the  same  as  Guna,  namely  a  strengthening  of 
the  root  under  certain  circumstances.  Those  therefore  who  write  BaUDH 
and  KAR,  should  likewise  write  RAMBH,  because,  under  certain  conditions, 
this  and  other  roots  are  nasalised,  e.g.  Aor.  arambhi,  Cans.  A-rambhayati. 
They  should  write  even  BANDH,  because  this  root  also,  as  well  as  others  of 
the  same  class,  though  it  forms  the  Pass,  badh-y^te,  p.  p.  baddh^A,  requires 
the  nasal  in  the  fut.  bhantsy^ti,  where  RABH  would  have  no  nasal.  Nor 
do  I  see  why  TUD  should  be  treated  differently  from  BUDH,  for,  though 
not  in  the  special  tenses,  it  takes  Guna  in  several  of  the  general  tenses,  such 
a?  tot-sy^ti,  tott^  and  even  Vrtddhi  in  ataut-sit.  Hiere  are  advantages 
and  disadvantages  on  both  side?. 
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And  what  applies  to  verbe,  applies  to  noims.  Where  we  have  nouns  with 
two  bases,  Anga  and  Pada,  or  with  three  bases,  Anga,  Pada,  and  Bha, 
I  always  prefer  to  look  upon  the  Pada-base  as  the  most  primitive ;  but  if 
others  prefer  to  b^n  with  either  the  Aiiga  or  the  Bha  base,  they  mighty 
no  donbty  produce  some  arguments  in  favour  of  their  views.  My  reason  for 
preferring  the  Pada-base  is  that  it  appears  in  composition,  at  the  beginning, 
in  the  middle,  and  at  the  end,  e.  g.  pratyag-bh&va,  mat-pitri-dhanam, 
su-hrid,  sn-manas.  We  can  understand  that  the  terminations  which  have 
no  accent  (sarvanamasth&na)  might  allow  the  base  to  be  strengthened,  as 
we  see  in  pratya»lr-as,  hrtndi,  manamsi,  but  we  should  hardly  admit  an 
original  hrind,  manams,  or  amp,  because  we  find  in  the  AAga-oases  hrindi, 
manftmsi,  and  even  svampi,  possessed  of  good  water,  sdl.  tae^agani^. 
Is  there  any  reason  why  a  root  DVESH,  if  there  is  such  a  root,  should  as  a 
noun  be  shortened  to  dvish  (devadvi^),  or  MARDH  to  mrt'dh,  or  YUNAG' 
to  yu^  (a«va-yu^)?  And,  if  there  is  not,  can  the  strengthening  of  yu^ 
in  the  plur.  neut.  to  yuu^i  be  regarded  as  anything  but  the  result  of  the 
same  aknost  mechanical  process  which  changes  hridtohrindi? 

What  we  have  to  remember  when  dealing  with  roots  is  that  many  of  them 
exist  under  different  forms.  Some  look  upon  these  various  forms  as  derived 
from  one  typical  form,  and  as  changed  for  a  definite  granmiatical  purpose. 
Others  look  upon  these  varieties  as  remnants  of  dialectic  growth,  though 
they  admit  that,  after  a  time,  such  varieties  were  used  more  and  more  con- 
sistently  for  different  grammatical  purposes.  Both  may  be  right,  though  I 
prefer  the  latter  view  as  the  more  comprehensive. 

Roots  like  DHA  appear  weakened  as  DHl  (Oif  and  9c), 

Boots  like  STHA  appear  weakened  as  STHI  (crrf  and  (rra). 

Roots  like  DA  appear  weakened  as  Dl  (fica  and  80). 

But,  if  certain  scholars  prefer  it,  and  if  they  think  they  nan  explain  the 

change  of  i  to  a,  instead  of  a  to  i,  they  may  look  upon  BHI,  STHI,  and  BI 
as  strengthened  so  as  to  become  DHA,  STHA,  and  DA,  and  in  Greek  on  Ot, 
arOf  and  do  as  having  been  raised  to  017,  artj{a),  and  9ca. 

Other  roots  admit  both  of  weakening  and  strengthening.  Thus  PAT  is 
raised  to  PAT  and  weakened  to  PT ;  AG^  is  raised  to  AG',  and  weakened 
to  G ;  SV- AD  is  raised  to  SVAD,  and  weakened  to  StTD.  Now,  if  cor- 
responding to  these  three  classes  we  have  in  Greek  wir-ofuu,  raised  to  voT-^j, 
and  weakened  to  vr-Mat ;  dy-oj,  raised  to  {KW-)rjy'6s,  and  shortened  to  o-y-fios 
(where  6  is  supposed  to  be  not  radical,  but  prosthetic)  ;  6{ot,  raised  to  o8-o;8-a, 
and  weakened  to  d-b-fof  (provided  that  here  also  the  o  is  prosthetic),  is  it  not 
preferable  to  use  the  middle  form  PAT,  ircr,  AG^,  dy,  AD,  08,  instead  of  either 
PAT  or  PT,  etc.  ? 

If,  however,  DHI  is  a  variety  of  DHA,  STHI  of  STHA,  there  is  this 
difference  between  this  variation,  and  another,  such  as  STHA  and  STHU, 
namely  that  STHU  never  replaces  STHA  to  produce  certain  grammatical  forms. 
We  want  STHU  in  order  to  explain  derivatives  such  as  sthflrii,  sthitvira, 
etc.,  but  we  never  see  it  in  such  forms  as  sthitiL,sthlyate,  etc.  The  same 
applies  to  such  parallel  roots  as  DRA,  DRU,  SNA,  SNU  (ghrita-snft 
and  ghrtta-snu,  bathed  in  ghrita,  i.  e.  dropping  ghrita,  Germ,  triefend). 
Still  this  IB  no  more  than  an  historical  fact,  and  there  is  no  principle  involved 
why  STHU  should  not  have  been  adapted  to  certain  grammatical  purposes  quite 

*  Sanskrit  Grammar,  §  211. 


622  APPEXDIX. 

as  much  m  STHI.  In  fact  we  see  a  beginmng  in  SPHA  and  SPHI,  where 
we  have  the  causatiYe  formed  from  SPHU,  soil.  sph&Yayati  and  not 
sph&yayati;  likevrise  in  derivatives  such  as  visphara  and  visphala, 
where  the  root  has  beoome  SPHUB  and  SPHUL '.  Although,  therefore,  we 
may  distinguish  grammatical  varieties  of  the  same  root  from  parallel  roots, 
we  must  remember  that  the  former  were  probably  the  result  of  a  grammatical 
selection  applied  to  the  latter. 


1.     Dig. 

KHAN  and  KHA  (skan). 

2.    Flaty  Weave,  Sew,  Bind. 
UmBH  (string  together),  KMnT  (spin),  KLATH  (twist,  roll), 
GUmPH,  GRAnTH,  KMT  (bind),  dA  (di),  D^RBH,  BMmU, 
NAH  (NABH),  TAS,  nom.,  BAnDH,  VABH,  Vi  (vi),  SA  (ei), 
Stv  (syu),  SEV  (?). 

3.     Cruflhi  Foiind,  Destroy,  Waste,  Bub,  Smoothe. 

KRAKSH,  KSHUnD,  GHA^r,  GH^RSH,  ZARV  (chew), 
ZtJRiV^,  G^UR,  (7URV,  GM,  TMmR,  PImSH,  PUTH,  MA, 
MAKSH,  UMK,  UMriG,  MMD,  MMN,  MAD,  M ADH,  MMS. 
MASH,  MRAD,  MRIT,  MRUA',  MRED,  MLl  (fade),  MLIT, 
MLU^,  MLUP,  VRAnD,  Vl!,  SM,  STAH. 

4.    Sharpen. 
KSHA^U,  KVD  (impel),  TI6?,  Sk  («i),  .^IN. 

6.    Smear,  Colour,  Knead,  Harden. 

AnG,  KRU,  nom.  (harsh),  KRUDH,  TAnK  (coagulate),  DIH, 
RAw6?,  RIP,  RUKSH  (harsh),  LAGG  (be  ashamed),  LImP. 

6.     Scratoh. 

KASH,  KASH  (plough),  fCHVR,  RAD,  RIKH,LIKH  (write). 

7.     Bite,  Eat. 
AS,  GHAS,  6?AKSH,  DAm^. 

8.    Divide,  Share,  Eat. 

AtuS  (share,  attain),  AS  (eat),  KRt  (buy),  KSHAD,  DAY, 
DA  (di),  BHAKSH  (eat),  BRAG  (share),  BKUnG  (?)  (enjoy,  eat 
and  drink),  *SA  (give). 

'  Pftn.  vi,  I,  47 ;  see  also  vi,  i,  54,  and  as  to  apagaram  firom  gar,  vi,  i,  53. 
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9.     Cut. 

KU^,  KUTT,  KM  and  SK^,  KMnT,  KRAND,  KHk  (kh\\ 
A'^rinD,  TAKSH  (fashion),  TVAKSH,  PIw^  (fashion,  adorn), 
BHInD,  Ltr,  VAP  (shear),  VADH,  VRA5Z,  Sk%  ^Is. 

10.     Gkither,  Observe. 
Kl  (Hy),  KIT,  A^INT. 

11.    Stretch,  Spread. 
MnG,  TAN,  TA,  TAY,  PRATH,  YAT,  STAN  (thunder). 

12.     Mix. 
VMiiK,  MIKSH,  MI/S. 

13.    Scatter,  Strew. 

KtKT  (praise),  KJR,  KHVR,  DHVAmS,  RtTSH,  VAP  (sow), 
SA  (sow),  ST^. 

14.     Sprinkle,  Drip,  Wet. 

UKSH,  UnD,  KNtJ,  KLInD,  GAL  (drip),  GEM,  GHRA 
(sniflF),  ^OTJT,  TVS,  PRUSH,  MIH,  ViRSH  (rain),  ^IK,  SKUT, 
SlnK,  STU,  nom. 

16  a.    Shake,  Tremble,  Quiver,  Flicker. 

KAMP,  KSHTJBH,  GAMK  and  GEK  (struggle),  TAmS, 
DUDH,  DHtr,  DHUP  (smoke),  BHUR  (flicker),  MAnTH  (fire), 
MISH  and  MIL  (wink),  'KEG,  VYATH,  SPAND. 

16  b.    Shake  (mentally). 

KUP  (shake  with  anger),  TRAP  (be  abashed),  TRAS  (tremble- 
with  fear),  DRt  (see)  ?,  VI6?  (tremble),  ^U  (hear). 

16.    Throw  down,  FaU. 

DHUR,   DHtRV,    DHRU,    DHVAL,    DHV^,    BHRAm^ 
BHRESH,    SRAmS,   HUR,    RtBJCJI,   HRU,    HVAL,    RYM 
(crooked). 

17.    Fall  to  pieces. 

KAD  (]),  ^AT  («atay,  cans,  of  wtd),  ,SAD,  St 

18.    Shoot,  Throw  at. 

AS,  ISH,  KSHIP,  SMG  (send). 
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19.    Fierce,  Split. 
TMnD  (TRVT),  l^IKSH,  VIDH,  VYADH,  ^NATH. 

20.    Join,  Fight,  Check. 

NAS,  NUtfS  (kiBs),  MITH,  MIL,  YU,  YViiG,  YUDH  (fight), 
YUP  (check). 

21.    Tear. 

KUSH,  DAL,  D^,  TAT,  BMB.  and  YMB.  (tear  up,  also  tear 
together,  make  strong,  big  1  see  36),  BIS,  LIS,  LVS'K,  SKU  (pick). 

22.    Break,  Smash. 
BHAnG^,  RU,  BJJG,  RUP,  LUmP. 

23.    Measure. 
MA,  MI  (minoti,  fix). 

24.    Blovir. 
DHAM,  DHMA,  VA,  aSTJSH  (dry),  aSVAS. 


26.    Kindle. 
InDH,  DHUKSH. 

26.    Milk,  Yield. 
DUE. 

27.    Four,  Flow,  Bush. 

iRSH,  KSHAR,  KSHAL  (wash),  DHAV,  DHAV  (rinse), 
NED  (nad),  PRU,  PLU  (float),  r!,  SNA  (bathe),  SNU,  SYAnD, 
SRU,  HU'. 

28.    Separate,  Free,  Iieave,  Iiack. 

TYA6?,  MXJn^,  YAG  (sacrifice),  YTJ  (yuyoti),  YJJKff,  RAKSH 
(keep  oflF),  RAH,  BliiK,  YlnK,  VInDH,  .S'AD  (be  eminent),  SlmSU, 
HA. 

29.    Glean. 

vMff. 

30.    Choose. 


*  Cf.  n-havas,  jug,  x'*'*  fun  do. 
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31.    Cook,  Boast,  BoiL 
PAZ,  BRMGG  (roast),  SM,  /SKA,  SRt 

82.    Clean. 
DA,  KLG  (wash),  PtT,  VtG  (?),  iSUnDH,  ^SUmBH. 

88.    Wash. 
KSHAL,  DHAV,  KLG  (nag),  SNA. 

84.    Bend,  Bow. 

AnJT,  UB^f,  KUnJT,  Ktri^T,  NAM,  BHUft 

86.    Turn,  roll. 

LJJTff,  VAK,  VAnAT  (crooked),  VAL,  VISH^  and  VESH^ 
(wrap),  YMT. 

86.    Press,  Fix. 

KHAD  (chew),  KHInD  (oppress),  BAmH,  BIdH,  BiBH  (fix, 
see  2i),  MtTRZir,  MYAKSH  (cUng),  VAH,  VLAnG  (press),  VLt, 
STl  and  STYA  (to  become  pressed  and  hard). 

87.    Squeeze. 
AmH,  nom.,  1H  (eager),  PliTD,  PIBD  (fasten),  Ptj9,  SU. 

38.    Drive,  Thrust. 

AGy  iG,  EG,  KAL,  TTJJT,  nom.  (generate),  TUnG,  TUnD,  NUD, 
YAG  (to  be  strong),  HI. 

89.    Push,  Stir,  Live. 

IZ)  (pray),  1R,  MD,  GHtfR^,  KAK,  JTUP,  KESRT,  KYV, 
01  (quicken),  GINY,  GIY,  GtJ,  GYk  (live),  MIV,  MUH,  Mt, 
LXTA  I-UL,  VRADH  (strong),  sft  (generate),  StfD  (I). 

40.    Burst,  Gush,  Iiaugh,  Beam. 

jSlK,  KAS,  KAJS,  GAKBR  (laugh),  OYUT,  TAK,  TVISH, 
DIV  (dyu),  Dl,  DM?  (exult),  DYU,  DYUT,  NABH,  PHAE, 
PHAL,  MAnD  (rejoice),  MUD,  VAS  {ukkh&ii\  SPHAI',  SPHAR, 
SPHAL,  SPHUr,  SPHUR,  SPHUL,  SPBLR,  SMI  (smile),  HAS 
(lAUgh). 

41.    Dress, 

TAB. 

S  8 
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42.    Adorn. 

BHtrSH. 

48.    Strip,  Bemoye. 

44.    SteaL 
JTUE,  TA  (Uy),  MUSH,  LTJnTff,  STA  (stf,  8%). 

46.  Check. 
YUP,  RUnDH,  SIDH. 

46.    Fill,  Thrive,  Swell,  Grow  strong. 
PUSH,  PtTR,  P^i\r,  PA,  PRA,  PRt,  RAP^',  StJ,  SYA,  STL 

47.  Cross. 

TIR,  TUR,  TUL,  Tl&RV,  TJR,  TRA,  TVAR,  PARAY,  FM 
^croBB,  be  bnsy  ?). 

48.  Sweeten. 
SvId,  cf.  s6d. 

49.  Shorten. 
HRAS. 

60.    Thin,  Snffor. 
KMS,  KLUS. 

6L    Fat,  Stick  (love). 

MInD  (love),  MED,  SNIH  (love). 

62.     Lick. 
RIH,  LIH. 

68.    Suck,  Nonrish. 

jrtrsH,  DUH,  DHA,  dh!,  DHINV. 

64.    Drink,  SwelL 
PA,  PDTVr,  Pf ,  PYA  (swell),  SPHA  (fatten). 

66.    Swallow,  Sip. 
Ont,  OIL,  QJSi,  GRAS/ZAM  and  ^Sf  AM. 


APPENDIX.  627 

66.     Vomit. 
VAM. 

67.  Chew,  Eat, 

AD(1),  KHAD,  iTARV,  KtUN,  GAnJSR,  PSA,  BHARV, 
BHAS. 

68.    Oi>en,  Extend. 

VYAZ  (VIZ),  SVAnK. 

69.    Beach,  Strive,  Bnle,  Have. 

AKSH,  AmS,  AP,  IKSH  (see),  tS'  (rule),  MnG,  GALBH, 
GADH,  GRABH,  GLAH  (gamble),  GHA^,  DAGH,  NAKSH, 
NAfii^,  YAKSH  (hunt),  YAT,  RAmBH,  LAmBH,  VInD,  Vl. 

60.    Conquer,  Take  by  violence,  Struggle. 

KSHI  (possess),  (?I,  GVk,  DAM,  VAN,  VISH,  SAN,  SP^il, 
SPiRDH,  SPiRH. 

61.    Perform,  Succeed. 

BADH,  sIdH,  SIDH. 

62.    Attack,  Hurt. 

AM,  KSHAy,  KSHAP  (abstain),  KSH!  (destroy),  DAmBH, 
DtrSHay,  DRUH,  mI,  BISH,  VADH. 

68.  Hide,  Dive. 

gIh  (GADH,  GABH),  GUH,  KAT,  gas  (1),  HNU. 

64.    Cover,  Embrace. 

EHAD,  vl  and  VYA,  YM,  SBJSE,  SLISR,  SVAnK,  SKU, 
STHAG. 

66.    Bear,  Carry. 

tTH,  KSHAM,  DBLfi,  BH^,  VAH,  SAGE,  SAH  (can),  HA 

66.    Can,  Be  strong. 

(?AN  (beget),  GNA  (know),  TU,  DAKSH,  PAT,  MAiiiH, 
Yt2>  (stx^hen),  ^AK  (.SIKSH). 

67.    Show. 
BUS,  S(J£. 

8  8  2 
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68.     ToxLOh. 
BFMS,  (TMS,  nom.) 

*   69.    Strike. 
KUNTff,  GHAN,  TAZ>,  HAN,  HIifS. 

70.    Ask. 
NATH,  NADH  (in  distress),  THAKH  (prw),  YAz. 

71.    Watoh,  Observe. 
tTH,  DM,  DMS,  PA  (protect),  /5AM. 

72.    Lead. 

ARE  (be  first),  N1. 

73.  Set. 
DADH,  DHA,  SKAmBH,  STAmBH. 

74.    Hold,  Wield 
DHiB,  YAM. 

76.  Give,  Yield 

DAD,  DA,  DA^(da«a8ya,  honour),  RAnDH  (submit),  RA,  RAS. 

76.    Cough. 

KAS  (kas,  burst). 

77.  Thirst  (dry). 
T-fiSH. 

78.    Hunger. 
KSHUDH. 

79.  Yawn. 
^^iElHBH. 

80.  Spue. 
KSHU  (sneeze),  KffMnD,  SRTfftV. 

81.    Ely. 
Dt  (2>t),  PAT  (fall). 

82.    Sleep. 
DRA,  SAS,  SVAP. 

83.    Bristle,  Dare. 
DHASH,  SMDR,  RJR8R  (rejoice). 
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84.    Be  angry,  Harsh. 
KUP  (shake),  KRUDH,  RUSH. 

86.    Breathe. 

AN,AH(?), /STAS. 

86.    Si>ealL 

AH  (breathe,  say),  GAD,  GAP  (whisper),  OALP  (murmur), 
BRtr,  BHAy,  BHAN,  BHASH,  RAP  (chatter),  LAP,  VAZ, 
VAD,  ^AP  (curse),  iS'ABD,  SAmS  (praise),  ^AS,  ^SH  (teach). 

87.  See. 

iKSH,  Ktr,  KHYA,  ZAKSH,  D^,  DMS,  PAS,  SPAJS. 

88.  Hear. 
iSRU  (shake),  OTUSH. 

89.  Smell,  Sniff. 

GHRA,  cf.  QRM, 

90.    Sweat. 
SVID. 

91.    Seethe,  BoiL 
KVATH,  YAS  YESH. 

92.    Danoe. 

98.    Leap. 

KtRD,  KRtD  (play),  KEASG  (limp),  EAKE,  TVANG, 
PHAiV,  LANGH,  VALG,  ^AL,  SAJS,  SKAND. 

94.    Creep. 
TSAR,  RINKH,  RING. 

96.    Stumble. 
SKHAL,  SRIDH. 

96.     Stick. 

LAG  (attach),  Lt  (cling),  SAZ  (attend),  SAnG,  SAP  (attend), 
SEV  (attend). 

97.    Bnm. 

USH  (vasl),  KtrZ)  and  KtFL,  KSHA,  GHA,  GVAR,  GVAL, 
TAP,  DAH,  Dft,  PLUSH,  HAR  (love  1),  HID,  H^R  (be  angry), 
HEL,  HRt  (be  ashamed). 
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98.  Dwell. 
VAS,  YIS, 

99.  Stand. 
STHA. 

100.    Sink,  Lie, 

DUSH  (feU),  PAD,  MA6?6?,  Sl  (lie),  SYA  {St),  SAD,  SrIv 
(dry,  fail). 

101.     Swing. 
llSTKH,  KHEL,  VIP. 

102.    Hang  down,  Lean. 
RAMB,  LAMB,  ^AmBH,  SRI  (lean). 

108.    Bifle  up,  Grow. 
iRnDH,  EDH,  RADH,  RUDH,  RUH,  VAKSH,  V^RDH. 

104.    Sit 

As. 

106.     ToiL 
KLAM,  /SAM,  SIM. 

106.    Weary,  Waste,  Slacken. 

GLA,  6?AS,  TAND,  TAM,  tIm,  dIs  (?),  NAS  (perish),  VA, 
SAM  (qtdet),  .SRATH,  ^AM,  /SliATH,  St!m  (stiffen). 

107.    Bejoice,  Please. 

AV  (ilta),  XJiT,  KAN,  KAM,  kA,  kAnKSH,  KRATH,  KRtZ> 
(play),  ZAN,  G^USH,  TUSH,  TMF,  DIV  (play),  NAND,  RAii^, 
RAiVT,  RAM,  LAM,  LAL,  LAS. 

108.    Desire,  Love. 

ISH,  LASH,  LUBH,  VAS^,  YAlfKH,  YEN,  SPAH,  HARya. 

109.    Wake. 
GiR,  GAQM,  BUDH. 

110.    Fear. 
BHt,  BHtSH,  BHYAS. 

HI.    Cool,  Befresh. 

hlAd. 
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U2.     Stinlc. 
KUTH,  KVATH  (boil),  PtfY. 

118.    Hate. 

DVISH,  PtY. 

114.    Know. 
ONA,  BUDH,  MA,  VAT,  VID. 


116. 

kIlAY,  DHt,  DHYA,  MAN,  MNA  (remember),  .S'ANK,  SMuR 
(remember),  see  M^. 

116.    Shine. 

KAS,   KHAJT,   KHYA  (K^A),  ZAKAs,  ZAND,   JTiTAnD, 

erxTJT,  d!v  (play),  Dt  (dIdI),  dIf,  DYU,  DYUT,  DHI 

(DlDHt),  DHYA,  BHAND,  BHA,  BHAm  (be  angry),  BHA8, 
BHRAtf,  RA(?,  RUZ,  LOK,  LOZ,  SUE,  iSTJnDH,  /WmBH, 
^ZAND,  .yVIT,  SVAR 

117.    Bun. 

TVAR  (hasten),  DRAM,  DRA,  DRU,  DHAN,  DHANV, 
DhIv,  RAmH. 

118.    Move,  Gk>. 

ANG,  AT,  AT,  I,  ING,  IN,  INV,  IL  (come),  !,  tSH,  M 
(MKKH),  iRSH,  KRAM,  GAM,  GA,  ZAR,  ZAL,  GM,  GRl, 
DHRAtf,  NU,  PAD,  BHRAM,  YA,  YAD  (1),  LA  A  VRA6?,  SA, 
SiBP,  STIGH,  HA. 

119  a.    Noise  (inarticulate). 

KtO,  KMB  (lament),  KRAND,  KBJJS,  KYAN,  KSHVU> 
and  KSHVID  (hum),  KHARG?  (creak),  GARG^  (roar),  GARD 
(shout),  GARH  (chide),  GU,  OVNG  (hum),  GtTRD,  GURDH, 
GHUSH,  TAR^,  DlV  (lament),  DHVAN,  NAD,  NARD  (bellow), 
NInD,  PRUTH  (snort),  BMMH  (roar),  BHARTS  (blame), 
BHASH  (bark),  MA  (bellow),  RAT  (howl),  RA  (bark),  rIs 
(roar),  RIPH  (snarl),  RU,  RUD,  YAJS  (bellow),  VRAA^,  SING 
(twang),  SPHtrR6?  (rumble),  SVAN,  SVAR,  HtT,  HESH 
(whinney),  HRAD,  HRESH,  HLAD,  HVA. 


632  APPENDIX. 

119  b.    Noise  (miutioal). 

GA  (gt,  Bing),  OUE  (greet),  QA  (sing),  GJEi,  N^  (praise), 
PAN  (praiae,  admire),  RIBH  (sing),  VAND,  /SLAGH,  STU, 
STUBH. 

120.  Da 

KM  (SKiR,  Ktlfm,  O.H.G.  skiru),  KA.P,  TAKSH,  TVAKSH, 
DU  (zauen),  BAZ. 

121.  Be. 

AS  (breathe),  BHtlT  (grow),  VAS  (dwell),  ViRT  (turn). 
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59.  AKSH,  reAoh. 
118.  AISTG,  move. 

34.  AmJT,  bend. 

38.  AG,  posh,  drive. 

5.  AJiG,  smear,  adorn. 
118.  AT*,  move,  wander. 
118.  AT,  move,  wander. 

57.  ADy  eat. 

85.  AN,  breathe. 

63.  AM,  attack. 

118.  AY,  see  t. 
73.  ABH,  lead,  be  first, 
deserve. 
107.  AV,  please. 

7.  AiS,  eat ;  8. 

8.  AmS,  share,  attain; 

59. 
lai.  AS,  be. 

18.  AS,  throw,  shoot. 

85.  AH,  breathe  (?);  86, 

speak. 
37.  AmH,  squeeze;  cf. 

NAH. 

59.  AP,  reach. 
104.  AS,  sit. 

118.  I,move,go;  seeAY. 
1x8.  I,  move,  send;  IN, 

INV. 
118.  ING,  move,  intrans. 

35.  InDH,  kindle. 

XI 8.  IN, move, go;  seel. 
X 18.  INV,  move ;  see  I. 
1X8.  IL,  come. 
X08.  ISH,  desire. 
18.  ISH,  throw,  shoot 
forth. 

59.  tKSH,  reach,  see; 

87. 

1 01.  INKH,  swing. 


38.  iGj  drive. 

39.  l2>,  uige,pTa7;  see 

39.  tB,  stir. 
39.  Ill,  stir. 
59.  1/9,  rtfach,  rule. 
118.  ISH,  move. 
37.  1H,  pant  for,  desire. 

14.  UKSH,  sprinkle. 
103.  UKSH,  grow;  see 

VAKSH. 
107.  TJ/T,  please. 

39.  VNKH,  glean. 

14.  TJnD,  wet. 

34.  VBGf  bend,  force. 
3.  UmBH,  string  toge- 
ther; seeNABH. 
97.  USH,  buni. 

65.  t^H,     carry ;     see 

VAH. 
71.  tlH,  watch. 

118.  M,     MKKHATI, 
go,  advance. 

40.  JRKf  beam,  praise. 
II.  MnG,  stretch;  59, 

reach. 
39.  ^D,  stir. 
103.  ^nDH,  rise,  grow. 

37.  .aiSH,  rush;  118. 

38.  E(7,  drive,  stir. 
103.  EDH,  rise,  grow. 
118.  £SH,  seelSH. 

17.  KAD,  fall,  decay. 
107.  KAN,  KA,  rejoice. 
107.  K AM,  rejoice,  love. 

15.  KAMP,  shake. 

38.  KALAY,drive,pro- 
duce. 

115.  KaLAY,  reckon. 


6.  KASH,  scratch. 
40.  KAS,  burst  open. 
107.  KA,  see  KAN. 
107.  KlNKSH,love,de- 
sire. 

40.  KA^,  shine;  116. 
76.  KAS,  cough. 
13.  SltBT,  praise. 
34.  KXJuK,  bend,  curL 
9.  KUT,  cut. 
9.  KUrr,  cans,   cut, 
divide. 
69.  'KVNTH,  strike. 
113.  KUTH,  stink;  see 
KVATH,  seethe. 
i5i».KUP,   shake  wit 

anger;  84. 
31.  KUSH,  tear. 
87.  Ktl,  see. 
119.  KtJG,  noise,  hum. 
97.  KtD,  KtTL^buzn. 
34.  KtrJV^.  bend,  shrink. 
93.  Kt^BD,  leap. 
9.  K^,    cut,    make  ; 

130. 

9.  K^nT,  cut. 

3.  KJRdlT,  spin,  pos- 
sibly connected 
with  K^nT,  cut 
into  small  slices, 
as  in  DA,  cut, 
DA,  bind. 
119.  KiBP,  noise,  la- 
ment (?). 
50.  "KJRS,  become  thin. 

6.  K^ilSH,      scratch, 
plough. 

13.  KJR,  scatter. 
I30.  KAiP,  do,  fit. 

14.  KNtr,  wet. 

3.  ElBAKSH,  crush. 
107.  KBATH,  rejoice. 


634 


INDEX   TO   APPENDIX.      I. 


119.  EIRAND,  noise,  cry. 

118.  KRAM,  go,  stride. 
8.  KRl,  buy. 

93.  KBID,  leap,  play ; 
107. 

5.  KRU  (?),      smear, 
harden. 
84.  KRUDH, be  angry; 
5- 

119.  KRXJjS,  noise,  shout, 
a.  KLATH, twist,  roU. 

119.  KLAND,  noise,  cry. 
105.  KLAM,  toil,  weary. 

14.  KLInD,  wet. 

50.  KLL9,  become  thin, 

suffer. 
119.  KVAN,     noise, 

sound. 
91.  KVATH,     boil, 

seethe. 
62.  KSHAiNT,  hurt. 

8.  KSHAD,  divide. 
62.  KSHAP,  abstain. 
65.  KSHAM,  bear,  en- 
dure. 

27.  ESHAR,  flow. 
27.  KSHAL    (flow), 

^M^;  33- 
97.  KSHA,  bum. 

60.  KSHI,      conquer, 

take,  have. 

62.  KSHt,  destroy. 
18.  KSHIP,     throw 

forth. 
80.  KSHU,  sneeze. 

3.  KSHUnD,  crush. 
78.  KSHUDH,  be  hun- 
gry. 

15.  KSHUBH,    shake, 

quake. 

4.  KSHMJ,  sharpen. 
119.  KSHVIZ),  hum. 
119.  KSHVID,  hum. 

116.  KHAiT,  shine. 
93.  KHANG,    limp, 
halt. 

9.  KHAiVD,  cut. 

I.  KHAN  and  KHA 
(skan),  dig ;  see 
scratch,  6. 


119.  KHAR6r,    noise, 

creak. 
36.  KHAD,pre8B,chew; 

57- 
36.  KHInD,     press, 

pierce, 
loi.  KHEL,  swing. 
87.  KHYA,    see;    see 

kAs,  116. 

86.  GAD,  speak. 

63.  GADH,  dive;   see 

GlH. 
63.  GABH,  dive;    see 

GAH. 

18.  GAM,GAXX£r,go. 

19.  GAR^,  noise,  roar. 
19.  GARD,noise,shout, 

exult. 
19.  GARH,  noise,  chide. 
14.  GAL,  drip. 
59.  GALBH,    reach, 

dare. 

18.  GA,  go. 
19^GA  (gl),  sing. 

63.  GAH,  dive,  enter. 
55.  GIR,  GIL,  swallow; 
seeG^. 

19.  GU,  noise,  sound. 
19.  GVS'Gy  hum. 

2.  GUmPH,  twine. 
19^  GUR,    greet;   see 

GJR, 
63.  GUH,  hide. 
19.  GtrRD,noise,shout, 

exult. 
19.  GtFRDH,    noise, 

shout,  exult. 

09.  Gift,  wake,  (?AGiR. 

59.  GiflDH,  reach,  be 
greedy. 

I9^GJR,  sing. 

55.  GJR,  swallow;  see 
GIR. 

2.  GRAnTH,  knot. 

59.  GRABH,    GRAH, 
reach,  seize. 

55.  GRAS,  swallow. 

59.  GLAH,  gamble. 

106.  GLA,  weary. 

59.  GHAT,reach,Btrive. 

3.  GHArr,  rub. 


69.  GHAN,  see  HAN 

7.  GHAS.  eat. 

119.  GHUSH,    noise, 
sound. 

39.  GHCRY,      stir, 
waver. 

14.  GH^,  drip. 

97.  GH^,  bum,  (ghri- 

n&,  gharma);  see 

HJB. 

3.  GHiBSH,  rub. 

89.  GHRA,  smell,  sniff; 
see  GH^  drip. 

39.  KAK,  stir,  quake. 
116.  £AKAS,  shine. 
87.  .£AKSH,see,speak; 

116. 
93.  £AJ^£,  leap,  dance. 

63.  KAT,  hide. 
107.  £AN,  rejoice. 
116.  £AND,  shine;  see 

5£AND. 
55.  KAM,      sip;     see 

SKAM,. 
118.  £AR,  move,  go. 
57.  ZAJtV,  chew;  tee 

KtJ^If;  3. 
118.  £AL,  move,  go. 
10.  Kl  (Wy),  gather, 

observe. 
10.  KTT,  gather,   per- 
ceive. 

10.  JHNT,      gather, 
think. 

4.  .STUD,  sharpen,  im- 

pel. 

39.  .TUP,  stir. 
44.  fUR,  steaL 
57.  KCUN,  pound;  3. 
53.  irt^SH,  suck,  draw. 

2.  KMT,  join,  bind. 
39.  KESBT,  stir. 
39.  KYVy  stir. 
14.  JfinrUT,  drip. 

64.  KHAD,  cover. 
107.  KMAnD,     rejoice, 

seem;  116. 
9.  KBJl  {khi),  out. 
9.  iTiflnD,  cut. 
6.  KHVR,    scratch; 

13,  scatter. 
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80.  KSJRdD,  ipue. 

15.  G^AifH,  shake;  see 

6£H. 
7.  GAKSH,  eat. 
40.  ^AKSH,     burst, 

langh ;  see  HAS. 
66.  (y AN,  GA,  can,  be- 

get,  be  bom. 
86.  (?AP,whi8per,speak. 
57.  &Am6H,      chew, 

crash. 
86.  OALP,    murmiir, 

speak. 

106.  ^AS,  weary. 
63.  &AH,  hide. 

109.  QA.QM,  see  6^. 
60.  &I,  conquer,  over- 
come. 
39.  &I,    aiNY,    stir, 

quicken. 
39.  CftV,  stir,  quicken, 
live. 
3.  &UB,  waste. 

107.  &USH,  enjoy. 
39.  (7tr,  stir,  be  swift. 

3.  GtTRV,  rub,  waste. 
118.  &JR,  gOf  approach. 
79.  OMNLBH,  yawn. 
iig\  OJR,  sing. 
3.  OJR,  mb,   waste; 

seeGUB. 
15.  (7EH,  struggle. 
66.  OSKy  can,  know; 
114. 

60.  G'YA,    orercome, 
faU. 

39.  GYA,  live. 

40.  GYUT,  beam;  116. 
118.  &B1,  move,  go. 

97.  G^VAR,  bum. 
97.  GVAL,  bum. 

81.  2>t,  fly;  seeDt. 

40.  TA£,  burst,  rush. 
9.  TAKSH,       cut, 

fisshion ;  1 20. 
5.  TAii£,  harden,  co- 
agulate. 
69.  TAD,    strike;     cf. 
T^nD  (?). 


II.  TAN,  stretch,  TA; 
see  STAN. 
106.  TAND,  weary. 

97.  TAP,  bum,  heat. 

106.  TAM,  weary,  faint. 

119.  TAR6,noise,threat- 
en. 

15.  TAmS,  shake. 

44.  TA(tAy), steal;  see 

STA  (sti,  stay). 
II.  TA.  TAY,  stretch; 

see  TAN. 
4.  TLOy  sharpen. 

106.  TIM, weary,  quiet. 

47.  TTR,  see  TJR. 

66.  TU,  be  strong. 

38.  TUJST,  drive,  gene- 
rate. 

38.  TU»G,drive,thrust. 

38.  TUnD,drive,thmst. 

47.  TUB,  see  T^. 

47.  t6rV,  cross,  over- 
come. 

47.  TUL,  cross,  lift. 

47.  TUL,  see  T^. 

14.  TVS,  drip. 

107.  TUSH,  be  pleased. 

47.  TCRV,  cross,  con- 
quer. 

19.  T^nD,  pierce. 

107.  TiRP,  be  pleased. 

77.  T.aiSH,thir8t(dry). 

3.  TiftmH,  crush. 

47.  TJRj    cross;    TIR, 

TUR. 
38.  TYAG,  leave. 
I  SATRAP,  shake  with 

fear. 
1 5^  TRAS,tremble  with 

fear. 
47.  TRA,  cross,  rescue. 
19.  TRUr,  split. 
9.  TVAKSH,     cut, 

fashion;  120. 

93.  TVANG,  leap. 

117.  TVAR,  hasten;  cf. 

47. 
40.  TyiSH,gush,beam. 

94.  TSAR,  creep. 

66.  DAKSH,  be  strong. 
59.  BAGH,  reach. 


75.  DAD,  see  DA. 
73.  DADH.  see  DHA. 
62.  DAmBH,  hurt. 
60.  DAM,  rule. 
8.  DAY,  divide,  share. 
11,  DAL,  tear. 

7.  DAm5,  bite. 

106.  DAS,  weary,  waste. 
97.  DAH,  bum. 

75.  DA,  give;  DAD. 
2.  DA  (di),  bind,  pos- 
sibly the  same  as 
DA    (di),    share, 
cut. 

8.  DA     (di),     divide, 

share. 
32.  DA,  clean. 
75.  DAi9,  give.  oflTer. 
40.  DIY,  shine;  116. 
67.  DI5,  show. 

5.  DIH,  smear,  knead. 
81.  Dt,  fly;  also  2)1. 
40.  Di,    DtDt,  shine; 
116. 

116.  Dip,  shine. 

107.  Dfv,  play. 

119.  DtV    (dev),   noise, 

lament. 

97.  DU,  bum. 

120.  DU,  do. 

15.  DUDH,  shake. 
100.  DUSH,  fail. 
26.  DUH,  milk,  yield ; 
53,  suck. 

62.  DtrSHay,  hurt. 

71.  D^,  watch,  heed ; 
87. 

40.  D^P,  exult. 

2.  DiRBH,    bunch, 

bind. 

71.  J>M8f  watch,  see; 
87. 

2.  D^mH,bind,make 

firm. 
21.  Diil,  tear. 
40.  DYU,     see    DtV; 

116. 
40.  DYUT,bur8t,  shine; 

116. 

117.  DRAM,  run. 
117.  DRA,  run. 
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83.  DRA,  deep. 

117.  DRU,  run. 

6a.  DRUH,  attack. 

113.  DVISH,  hate. 

117.  DHAN,  run. 

117.  DHAN V,  run. 
24.  DHAM.  blow. 

73.  DHA,  set ;  DADH. 
53.  DHA,    8uok;     see 

dhI. 

37.  DhAv,  run;  117. 

37.  DHAV,  rinae;  33. 
wash. 

53.  DHt,     DHIlhr, 

suck,  nourish. 

115.  DHt,    think;    see 
DlDHl;  116. 
35.  DHUKSH,  kindle. 
16.  DHUR,      throw 
down. 

15*^  DHU,  shake,  see. 

15.  DHOP,  smoke. 

16.  DHORV,  throw 

down. 

65.  DH^,  bear,  hold; 

74. 

83.  DHJEtSH,    bristle, 
dare. 

34.  DHMA,  blow. 

115.  DHYA,think;  1x6. 

118.  DHRA67,    move 

swiftly. 
16.  DHRU,     throw 
down. 

119.  DHVAN,   noise, 

sound. 

16.  DHVAL,   throw 
down. 

13.  DHVAmS,  scatter. 

16.  DHViR,    throw 

down. 

59.  NAKSH,  reach,  at- 
tain. 
93.  'SAT,  dance. 
119.  NAD,  noise,  sound ; 

see  NED. 
107.  NAND,  rejoice. 

2.  NABH,  see  NAH. 
40.  NABH,  burst. 


34.  NAM,  bend,  bow. 
119.  NARD,  noise,  bel- 
low. 
106.  "SAS,  perish. 
59.  NAfli5,  reach,    at- 
tain. 
20.  NAS,  join. 
3.  NAH,  bind. 
70.  NATH,seeNADH. 

70.  NADH,ask,beg;of. 

NAH,  be  strait- 
ened (7). 

30.  NlifS,  kiss. 
19.  NITCSH,  pierce. 
33.  NI 67,  clean,  wash. 

119.  NInD,  noise,  revile. 
73.  Nt,  lead. 

ii9^NU,  sing,  praise. 
1 18.  NU,  move,  go. 

38.  NUD,  drive,  thrust. 

93.  NiKT,  dance. 

37.  NED,    flow;     see 
NAD. 

31.  VAK,  cook. 
31.  PAT,  tear. 
81.  PAT,  fly,  faU. 

66.  PAT,     be    strong, 

rule. 
118.  PAD,     go,     sink; 

100. 
1 19*^.  PAN,  sing,  praise. 
87.  VAS    and    SPAiS, 

3.  VAJ3,  bind. 
54.  PA,  drink;  see  Pi. 

71.  P A,  watch,  protect. 

54.  p1,  PINV,   swell; 

see  PYA. 
37.  FIND,  squeeze. 
37.  PIBD,     squeeze, 

fasten. 
9.  VIm8,  cut,  fashion, 

adorn. 
3.  PlmSH,  crush. 
37.  PID,  squeeze. 
113.  PtY,  hate. 

3.  PUTH,  crush. 
46.  PUSH,  fill,  thrive. 
33.  P^,  dean. 
33.  PCTG^,  worship. 


1X3.  PCTY,  stink. 

46.  PCR,  see  TJEL 

47.  PiR,    cross,    pass; 

caus.  pArayatL 
47.  P^,  bebusy(?). 
12.  PifUir,mix(plat?). 
68.  TMS,  see  SPM8. 

46.  VAt,  pCtr,  p^jy, 

fiU;  seePRt. 
54.  PYA,  fill;  see  p1. 
70.  PRAKET,  ask. 
II.  PRATH,  spread. 
46.  PRA,fiU. 
46.  PRt,  fill,  please. 
37.  PRU,  flow. 
119.  PRUTH,    nouej 

snort. 
14.  PROSH,  sprinkle. 
37.  PLU,  flow,  float. 
97.  PLUSH,  bum ;  see 

PRUSH. 
57.  PSA, chew, devour; 

seeBHAS. 

93.  PHAy,  leap. 
40.  PHAR,  burst,  scat- 
ter. 
40.  PHAL,  burst. 

3.  BAnDH,  bind. 
36.  BAmH,  press,  make 

firm. 

36.  BADH,  press,  op- 

press. 
109.  BUDH,wake,know; 

114. 
119.  B.^JfH,  roar;  see 

V^ilfH. 
36.  BiRH,  make  firm. 
31.  BJKH.,  tear  up;  and 

YMR,     . 
86.  BRO,  speak. 

8.  BHAKSH,    share, 

eat. 
8.  BRAG,    divide, 

share. 
33.  BKAuG,  break. 
86.  BHAi^,  speak. 
86.  BHAN,  speak. 
116.  BHAND,  shine. 
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119.  BHARTS,      noise, 

revile. 

57.  BHARV,  chew,  de- 
vour. 

119.  BHASH,    noise, 

bark. 

57.  BHAS,  chew,  de- 
vour. 

1 16.  BHA,  shine. 

116.  BHAM,  be  angry. 

86.  BHASH,  speak. 

116.  BHAS,  shine. 

9.  BHInD,  cut. 

1 10.  BHt,  fear. 

no.  BHlSH,  fear. 

34.  BHU^.  bend. 

8.  BHXJnGi,  enjoy,  eat 

and  drink. 

15.  BHTJB,      shake, 

flicker. 

lai.  BHtr,  be. 
4a.  BHCSH,  adorn. 

65.  BH^,  bear. 

31    BB.M&G,  roast. 
no.  BHYAS,  fear;  see 
BHl. 

118.  BHRAM,      move, 

roam. 

16.  BHRAm^,  faU. 
116.  BHRAG^,  shine. 

16.  BHRESH,faU,  tot- 
ter. 

100.  MAG&y  sink. 
15.  MAnTH,       shake, 

kindle  fire. 
40.  MAnD,    gush,    re- 
joice. 
115.  MAN,  think. 

66.  MAinH,  be  strong, 

great,  liberal,  give ; 
cf.  MA6H. 
33.  MA  (mi),  measure  ; 
114. 

119.  MA,  noise,  bellow. 
33.  MI  (measure),  fix. 

6a.  MI,  hurt. 
13.  MIKSH,  mix. 

30.  MITH,  join  alter- 
nately. 

51.  MInD,  fatten,  ding, 
love;  seeBfED. 


ao.  MIL,  join. 
I  a.  MIS,  mix. 
15.  MISH,  wink. 

14.  MIH,  wet. 

15.  MIL,  wink. 

39.  MlV,  mC,  stir. 

38.  MUnK,       free 

(MOKSH). 

40.  MUD,  rejoice. 
44.  MUSH,  steal. 

39.  MUH,  stir,  confuse. 
39.  MC,  see  MlV. 

36.  MCR£H,      press, 
harden. 

3.  MM,  waste,  die. 

3.  M^,M^jr,  crush. 

3.  MiflKSH,  rub. 

3.  MJRK,  crush. 

3.  'M.JRnGy  rub,  wipe. 

3.  M^D,  be  soft,  gra- 
cious. 

3.  MMN,  crush. 

3.  MMD,  rub. 

3.  M^DH,     waste, 
neglect. 

3.  MiK5,  rub,  touch. 

3.  MiRSH,      waste, 
neglect. 
51.  MED,  fatten. 
115.  MNA,   think,  re- 
member. 
36.  MYAKSH,    cling, 
press  close. 

3.  MRAD,  crush. 

3.  MRIT,  crush. 

3.  MRVKy  waste,  set. 

3.  MRED,        soften, 
please. 

3.  MLA,  fade. 

3.  MLIT,  crush. 

3.  MLVKf  waste,  set. 

3.  MLUP,  waste,  set. 

59.  YAKSH,      strive, 

hunt. 
38.  YA6^.  sacrifice. 
II.  YAT, stretch, strain, 

struggle;  59. 
74.  YAM,  hold,  wield. 
91.  YAS,        seethe; 

YESH. 


118.  YA,  go. 
70.  YkK,  ask. 

118.  YAD,  move   toge- 

ther (t). 
ao.  YU,  join, 
a 8.  YU,         separate 

(YUJOT). 
ao.  YVuG,  join, 
ao.  YUDH,joininfight. 
ao.  YUP,  check ;  45. 
91.  YESH,  see  YAS. 

38.  RAKSH,  free,  pro- 
tect, 
lao.  RAX,  do,  make. 

5.  BAmG,      smear, 

colour. 

119.  RAT,  noise,  howl. 
107.  "RAN,    shout,    re- 
joice. 

107.  RA2VV,  rejoice. 

6.  RAD,  scratch,  dig. 
75.  RAnDH,  yield,  sub- 
ject. 

86.  RAP,  speak,  chat- 
ter. 
46.  RAP5,  fill. 
59.  RAmBH,  reach  af- 
ter, take. 
107.  RAM,  rejoice. 
10a.  RAMB,  hang  down. 
119.  RAH,  noise,   roar; 

see  RAS. 
117.  RAmH,  run. 
a  8.  RAH,  leave. 
75.  RA,  give. 
119.  RA,  noise,  bark. 
116.  RAG,  rule,  shine. 

61.  RADH,      succeed; 
103. 

119.  RAS,    noise,  roar; 
see  RAS. 
75.  RAS,  give. 

37.  r1,  flow. 

6.  RIKH,  scratch. 
94.  RINKH,     RU^TG, 
creep. 

38.  RImX,  leave. 
5.  RIP,  smear. 

1 19.  RIPH,  noise,  snarl. 
119^.  RIBH,8ing,  praise. 
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21.  BlSy  tear. 

6a.  RISH,  hurt. 

5a.  KIH,  Uck. 
119.  RU,  noUe,  cry. 

33.  RU,  break. 
116.  RUJT,  shine. 

33.  HVQ,  break. 
119.  RUD,  noise,  cry. 
103.  RUDH,  rise,  grow. 

45.  RUnDH,  check. 

33.  RUP,  break,  hurt. 

84.  RUSH,  be  angry. 
103.  RUH,  rise,  ascend. 
5.  RtTKSH,  be  harsh. 

13.  RCSH.  scatter. 

15.  REG^,  shake. 

96.  LAG,  stick. 
93.  LANGH,  leap. 

5.  liAGO,   colour,  be 

ashamed. 
118.  LAD,  move,  go. 
86.  LAP,8peak,chatt6r. 
59.  LAmBH,  reach  af- 
ter, take. 
107.  LAM,  rejoice;  see 

RAM. 
loa.  LAMB,  hang  down. 

107.  LAL,  rejoice,  sport. 

108.  LASH,  desire. 

107.  LAS,  rejoice;    see 

RAS. 

6.  LIKH,      scratch, 

write. 
5.  LImP,  smear. 
31.  LIS,  tear. 
53.  LIH,  lick. 
96.  Lt,  stick. 
31.  JjJJ  NK,  tear. 
35.  IjUTH,  turn,  roll. 
44.  LVnTH,  steal. 
39.  LUD,  stir. 
33.  LUmP,  break. 

108.  LUBH,  desire. 

39.  LUL,  stir,  quicken. 
9.  LC,  cut. 
1 16.  LOK,  shine,  see. 
116.  LO/T,  shine,  see. 

35.  VAK,    turn;    see 
YAnK. 


103.  VAKSH,   grow ; 

UKSH. 
86.  VAJT,  speak. 
35.  VAilJr,        turn, 

crooked. 
38.  VAG,  drive. 
114.  VAT,  know  (I). 
86.  VAD,  speak. 

63.  YADH,  hurt,  slay; 

or  BADH. 
60.  VAN,  VA,  conquer. 
ii9'>.VAND,      sing, 
praise. 
13.  VAP,  scatter,  sow. 
9.  VAP,  shear. 
3.  VABH,  weave. 
56.  VAM,  vomit. 

35.  VAL,  turn. 
93.  VAIXt,  leap. 

108.  YASf  desire. 

40.  VAS,         beam, 

VKKH;  seeUSH. 

41.  VAS,  dress. 

98.  VAS,  dwell;  I3X. 

65.  VAH,  carry. 
24.  VA,  blow. 

3.  VA  (vi),  weave. 
106.  VA,  weary. 
108.  YANKff,  desire. 
1 19.  YAS,  noise,  bellow. 

36.  VAH,  press. 
VIJT,  see  YYAK, 

58. 
38.  VInir,8eparate,sift. 
15".  YIG,  tremble. 
114.  VID,  know. 

59.  VInD,  reach,  find. 
19.  VIDH,  pierce ;  see 

VYADH. 
38.  VInDH,  lack, 
loi.  VIP,  VEP,  swing. 
98.  YIS,  enter,  dwell. 

60.  VISH,  struggle  for. 
35.  VISHr, roll,  wrap; 

see  VESHr. 

59.  Vl,    reach,    have, 
enjoy. 

64.  Vl,oover;  seeV  Y  A. 

66.  YID,  strengthen. 
64.  V^,  cover. 

30.  V^,  choose. 


119.  V^^RJfH,  roar ;  see 
BiXCaf  U. 
43.  YJP*ilG,  strip. 
35.  V^T,  turn  ;  I3I. 
103.  V.5tDH,  grow. 
9.  ViRDH,  cut,  make. 
X4.  ViBSH,     sprinkle, 

rain. 
31.  YJRR,  see  BJEIH. 
108.  VEN,  desire. 

35.  VESH2',roll,WTap; 

see  VISH7. 

58.  VYAJs:    (ViJr), 

open. 
15.  VYATH,  shake. 
19.  VYADH,  pierce. 
64.  VYA  and  Vt,  cover. 

118.  VRA67,  move,  go. 

119.  VRAif,      noise, 

sound. 
3.  VRAnD,    crash, 

weaken. 
9.  YUASK,  cut. 
39.  VRADH,   stir,  be 

strong. 

36.  VLA&G,  press,  pur- 

sue. 

3.  Vlit  or  Blit,  crush ; 

36. 

66.  i9AE,be strong, can; 

^IKSH,  learn. 
115.  SANK,      think, 

doubt. 
9.  iSAT,  cut. 
17.  iSAT  (sfttay),  faU. 
17.  5AD,faU. 
38.  iSAD,  ezoeL 
86.  iSAP,  curse. 
86.  SABD,  speak. 

105.  iSAM,  toil;  SIM. 

106.  iSAM,  weary,  quiet. 
71.  SAM,  watch,    ob- 
serve. 

93.  iSAL,  leap. 
93.  SAJSf  leap. 
86.  8AmS,  praise. 

9.  iSAS,  cut. 

8.  SA,  divide,  give. 

4.  iSA  (<i),  sharpen. 
4.  ^AN,  whet 
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S6.  SAS,  order;  ^ISH, 
teach. 
4.  Slf  sharpen. 
119.  iSli^(7,  noise,  twang. 

105.  iSIM,  tofl. 

a8.  SlmSELy  leave. 
17.  St,  Ml;  see  SAD 

and  SAT, 
100.  Stf  sink,  lie. 

14.  StKy  moisten. 
1x6.  SUK,  shine. 
3a.  iSUnDH^lean;ii6. 
3a.  SXJmBH,     dean; 

116. 
24.  firuSH  (blow),  dry; 

cf.  iSVAS. 
46.  StJ,    SVl,    SVl, 

swell. 
31.  SM,    boil;    SRk, 

SBI,    mta     and 

«riLta. 
83.  iS^DH,  dare. 
3.  SJai{SBll),cnuh, 

mix? 
116.  SKASD,      shine; 

see£AND. 
55.  SKAi/L,   sip;    see 

JTAM. 
14.  SKUT,  drip. 
19.  iSNATH,  pierce. 
100.  fiYA,  sty  rink  to- 
gether, coagulate ; 

see  St, 

106.  5RATH,  weary, 

slacken;        see 
5LATH. 
loa.  iSRAmBH,    hang 
down,  tmst. 

105.  5RAM,  toil,  weary. 
31.  SRk    (*H),    boU; 

see  8M, 
loa.  SRI,  lean,  go  to. 
64.  iSBISH,      see 

iSLISH. 
i^\  8RV,  shake,  hear. 
88.  SBXJ,  hear. 
88.  iSBUSH^hear. 

106.  SLATR,  weary, 

slacken. 
119^  SLAgB.,     ring, 
praiae. 


64.  SUSK,  embrace. 
58.  SVAHKy     open, 

spread;  64. 
34.  fiVAS,  blow,  ct 

fiUSH ;        85, 

breathe. 
46.  SVA,  see  fitT. 
46.  SVl,  see  iStr. 
116.  i9VIT,  shine. 

80.  SH^MV,  spne. 

65.  SA6H,    bear,    be 

equal. 
96.  SAJT,  sticky  follow. 
96.  SAJ»G^,  stick. 
100.  SAD,  sink,  rit. 

60.  SAN,  SA,  conquer, 

win. 

96.  SAP,  attend. 

83.  SAS,  deep. 

65.  SAH,  bear,  sustun. 

13.  SA,  throw,  sow. 
3.  SA  (si),  bind. 

61.  SADH,     perform, 

snooeed ;  cf.  SAH. 

14.  SIii£,  sprinkle. 
45.  SIDH,  check,  keep 

off. 
61.  SIDH,  succeed. 

3.  Slv  (syft),  sew. 
37.  SU,  squeease  out. 

39.  SU,  stir,  generate. 
67.  St!r£,  point  out. 
39.  StiD,    stir,     impel 

(sweeten  f ). 

118.  SMy  go,  flow. 

18.  SMG,  throw  forth. 

118.  S^P,  move,  creep. 

96.  SEV,  cling,  attend 

on;  3. 

93.  SKAND,  leap. 
73.  SKAmfiH,fiz,prop. 
31.  SKU,  tear,  pick. 
64.  SK.U,  cover. 
9.  SKifi,    see    KM, 

cut,  make. 
95.  SKHAL,  stumble. 
II.  STAN,       stretch, 

thunder. 
73.  STAmBH,  fix,  prop. 
44.  STA(sll,8tay),steia. 


118.  STIGH,     move, 

mount. 

36.  St!,  see  STY  A. 

106.  SrtM,       weary, 

stiffen. 
119^.  STU,  sing,  praise. 

14.  STU,  drip. 

ii9i».  STUBH,       ring, 
praise. 

13.  STiH,  scatter. 

3.  ST.AH,  crush. 

36.  STY A,STt,  become 

pressed,  hard. 
64.  STHAG,  cover. 
99.  STHA,  stand. 

37.  SNA,  bathe. 

51.  SNIH,  stick,  love. 
37.  SNU,  pour. 

15.  SPAND,      shake, 

quiver. 

87.  SPAS,  see;  TAS, 

60.  SP^,     conquer, 
win. 

60.  SPiRDH,  struggle, 

spCrdh. 

68.  SPMS,  touch. 

60.  SPMR,     struggle, 
strive;  108. 

40.  SPHAT,  burst. 

40.  SPHAR,    SPBJR, 
burst. 

40.  SPHAL,  burst. 

54.  SPHA(Bphi),swelL 

40.  SPHUr,  burst. 

40.  SPHUR,  burst. 

40.  SPHUL,  burst. 

119.  SPHCR67,    noise, 

rumble. 
40.  SMI,  smile. 
115.  SM^,    think,    re- 
member; seeB£& 
37.  SYAnD,  flow,  run. 

3.  SYfr,  see  stv. 

16.  SRAmS,  fall. 

95.  SRIDH,     stumble^ 
blunder. 

100.  SR!v,  dry,  faiL 
37.  SRU,  flow. 
64.  SYAnO,  embrace. 

48.  SVAD,      sweeten 
S*D. 
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119.  SVAN,       noise, 

Boond. 
rSa.  SVAP,  deep. 
116.  SVAR,  Bhine. 
119.  SVAR,noiBe,8oimd. 
90.  SVID,  sweat. 

69.  HAN,  strike. 
108.  HARya,        desire, 
love;  see  6H^, 

97. 
40.  HAS,  laugh. 

a8.  HA,  leave. 
118.  HA,  moYe,  go. 
38.  HI,  drive. 
69.  HIifS,   strike,  in- 
jure. 


97.  HID,  bum,  be  an- 
gry ;  see  HEL. 

2'j.  HU,  pour  libations. 

16.  HTJR,  falL 
1 19.  Hty,  noise,  call ;  see 
HVA. 

16.  HtTRKfl;  fall,  faiL 

65.  IIJR,  carry  away. 

97.  HiR,  bum,  be  an- 
gry- 

83.  H.£SH,  bristle,  re- 
joice. 

97.  HEL,  bum,  be  an- 

119.  HESH,    whinney; 

see  HRESH. 
63.  HNU,  hide. 


49.  HRAS.  shorten. 
119.  HRAD,  noise;  see 

hlAd. 

97.  HRt,    burn,    be 

ashamed. 
16.  HRU,  falL 
119.  HRESH,  neigh. 
III.  HLAD,    cool,    re- 
fresh. 
119.  HLAD,  noise;  see 

hrAd. 

16.  HVAL,  fall,  crook- 
ed. 
119.  HVA,    call;    see 

Htr. 

16.  HYM,  fall,  crook- 
ed. 
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Abaah.  i^K 
Able,  66. 
Admire,  119^ 
Adorn,  9,  42. 

-A^ngT*  I5^84,  97,  116. 
Ashamed,  5,  97. 
Ask,  70. 
Attach,  96. 
Attack,  63. 
Attain,  8. 
Attend,  96. 
Awake,  see  Wake. 

Bark,  119. 

Bathe,  27. 

Be,  121. 

Beam,  40. 

Beat,  see  Strike,  Tear. 

Beget,  66. 

Bellow,  119. 

Bend,  34. 

Big,  21. 

Bind,  2. 

Bite,  7. 

Blame,  119. 

Blow,  24. 

Boil,  31,  91. 

Bow,  34. 

Break,  22. 

Breathe,  85,  86,  121. 

Bristle,  23. 

Bum,  97. 

Borst,  40,  76. 

Busy,  47  (?). 

Can,  65,  66. 
Carry,  65. 
Chatter,  86,  119. 
Check,  20,  45. 
Chew,  36,  57. 
Chide,  119. 


Choose,  30. 
Clean,  32. 
Cling,  36,  96. 
Coagulate,  5. 
Colour,  5. 
Come,  118. 
Conquer,  60. 
Cook,  31. 
Cool,  III. 
Cough,  76. 
Cover,  64. 
Creak,  119. 
Creep,  94. 
Crooked,  16,  35. 
Cross,  47. 
Crush,  3. 
Cry,  119. 
Curse,  86. 
Cut,  9. 

Dance,  92. 

Dare,  83. 

Decay,  see  Weary. 

Desire,  108. 

Destroy,  3. 

Dig,  I. 

Distress,  70. 

Dive,  63. 

Divide,  8,  9. 

Do,  lao. 

Dress,  41. 

Drink,  54. 

Drip,  14. 

Thrive,  38  ;    see  Thrust, 

Push,  Stir. 
Drop,  see  Sprinkle. 
Dry,  24,  77,  100. 
Dwell,  98,  121. 

Eager,  37. 
Eat,  7,  8,  57. 
Eat  and  drink,  8. 

T  t 


Embrace,  64. 
Enjoy,  8. 
Extend,  58. 
Ehcult,  40. 

Fail,  100. 

Fall,  16,  81. 

Fall  to  pieces,  17. 

Fasliion,  9. 

Fasten,  37. 

Fftt,  51,  54. 

Fear,  15**,  no. 

Fight,  20. 

Fill.  46. 

Find,  see  Conquer. 

First,  73. 

*^x,  23,  36. 

Flicker,  15. 

Float,  27. 

Flow,  27,  33  ;  see  Run. 

Fly,  81. 

Follow,  96. 

Free,  28. 

Gamble,  59. 

Gather,  10. 

Generate,  39. 

Give,    26,    75,    (honour, 

dasasya.) 
Glean,  29. 
Go,  118. 
Greet,  119*. 
Grow,  46,  103,  1 21. 
Gush,  40,  107. 

Halt,  93. 
Hang  down,  102. 
Harden,  5,  36. 
Harsh,  5,  84. 
Hasten,  117. 
Hate,  113. 
Have,  59. 
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Hemr,  I5^  88. 
Hide,  63. 
Hold,  74. 
Honour,  75. 
Howl.  119. 
Ham,  1x9. 
Honger,  78. 
Hnnt,  59. 
Hurt,  6a. 

Impel,  4. 

Join,  3,  20. 

Keep  off,  38. 
Kindle,  25. 
KIbs,  ao. 
Knead,  5. 
Know,  66,  114. 

Lack,  a8. 
Lament,  119. 
Laugh,  40. 
Lead,  7a. 
Lean,  102. 

Leap,  93- 
Learn,  28. 

Leave,  a8. 

Lick,  5a. 

Lie,  100. 

limp,  93. 

lave,  stir,  39. 

Make,  9,  33,  120. 
Measure,  23  ;  make,  fix. 
Milk,  26. 
Mix,  3,  12. 
Mount,  see  Move. 
Move,  118. 
Murmur,  86. 

Noise,  ii9»*'. 
Nourish,  53. 

Observe,  10,  71. 
Open,  58. 

Perform,  61. 
Perish,  106. 
Pick,  21. 


Pierce,  19,  36. 
Plat,  2. 

Pl*y,  93,  107,  116. 
Please,  107. 
Plough,  6. 
Pound,  3. 
Pour,  27. 

Praise,  40,  86,  119^. 
Pray,  39. 
Press,  36. 
Prop,  36. 

Protect,  see  Cover. 
Push,  39 ;   see  Drive, 
Thrust,  Stir. 

Quicken,  39. 
Quiet,  106. 
Quiver,  15. 

Rain,  14. 
Reach,  59. 
Reckon,  115. 
Refresh,  iii. 
Rejoice,  40,  83,  107. 
Remember,  1x5. 
Remove,  43. 
Ring,  see  Cry. 
Rinse,  27. 
Rise  up,  103. 
Roar,  119. 
Roast,  31. 
Roll,  a,  35. 
Rub,  3. 
Rule,  59. 
Rumble,  119. 
Run,  27,  117. 
Rush,  27. 

Sacrifice,  a8. 
Say,  86,  1 19. 
Scatter,  13. 
Scratch,  6. 

S««,  59, 87. 
Seethe,  91. 
Send,  x8. 
Separate,    a8 ;    leave, 

lack. 
Set,  73. 
Sew,  a. 
Shake,  15. 


Shake    (mentally),   15^', 

87,  88. 
Shame,  see  Colour,  s.  v. 

smear,  shine. 
Share,  8. 
Sharpen,  4. 
Shear,  9. 
Shine,  40,  116. 
Shoot,  18. 
Shorten,  49. 
Shout,  107,  119. 
Show,  67. 
Sift,  a8. 
Sing,  119*. 
Sink,  100. 

Sip,  55- 

Sit,  104. 

Slacken,  106. 

Sleep,  82. 

Smash,  22. 

Smear,  5. 

Smell.  89. 

Smile,  40. 

Smoothe,  3. 

Snarl,  119. 

Sneeze,  80. 

Sniff,  89. 

Snort,  119. 

Soften,  3. 

Sow,  see  Scatter. 

Speak,  86,  119. 

Spin,  2. 

SpUt,  19. 

SpoU(?),  113. 

Spread,  11. 

Sprinkle,  14. 

Spue,  80. 

Squeeze,  37. 

Stand,  99. 

Steal,  44. 

Stick,  51,  9$. 

Stiffen,  106. 

Stink,  113. 

Stir,  39. 

Stretch,  11. 

Strew,  13. 

Strike,  69. 

String  together,  a. 

Strip,  43. 

StQve,  59. 

Strong,  31,38,39,46,66. 


INDEX   TO   APPENDIX.      II. 


64S 


Stmggle,  15,  60. 
Stumble,  95. 
Submit,  75. 
Saoceed,  61. 
Snck,  53. 
Suffer,  50. 
Swallow,  55. 
Sweat,  90. 
Sweeten,  48. 
Swell,  46,  54. 
Swing,  loi. 

Take,  a6,  60. 
Tear,  ai. 
Thin,  50. 
Think,  115. 
Thirst,  77. 


Threaten,  see  Cry. 
Thrive,  46. 
Throttle,  36. 
Throw  at,  18. 
Thrown  down,  fall,  16. 
Throat,    38;  see  Drive, 

Push,  Stir. 
Tofl,  105. 
Touch,  68. 
Tremble,  I5»*. 
Turn,  35,  121. 
Twang,  119. 
Twist,  3. 

Urge,  39. 

Vomit,  56. 


Wake,  109. 

Wash,  33. 

Waste,  3,  106. 

Watch,  71. 

Weary,  106. 

Weave,  a. 

Wet,  14. 

Whinney,  119. 

Whisper,  86. 

Wield,  74. 

Win,  see  Ckmquer. 

Wink,  15. 

Worship,  see  Plat,  Give. 

Wrap,  35. 

Yawn,  79. 
Yield,  36,  75. 
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GENERAL  D^DEX^ 


A,  changed  to  E,  355. 

A,  final  (and  t),  with  shortening  of 

base,  .^57. 
A,  final,  varies  with  a,  359. 
A,  roots  with   final,  have  secondary 

forms  in  I,  358. 
A  and  A,  354. 
A  and  f ,  354. 

A  and  U,  355. 

—  change  due  to  a  parasitical  v  after 

k,  t,  and  p,  355  note. 
A  posteriori  knowledge  not  always 

sensuous,  584. 
A  priori,  the  meaning  of,  581,  608, 

615. 

—  —  and   k  posteriori   knowledge, 

582. 

—  knowledge,  also  k  posteriori,  584. 

—  Wheweirs  definition  of,  585. 
Abelard,  40,  46. 
Abstract   general    ideas,   denied  by 

Berkeley,  260. 

—  —  source  of,  must  be  discovered  in 

language,  263. 

Abstract  name,  the  name  of  an  attri- 
bute, 467,  528  note. 

Abstract  terms  and  concrete  terms, 

451- 
originally  the  same  as  general 

terms,  456. 

derived  from  adjectives,  464. 

of  the  first  and  second  degree, 

467. 
Abstraction  and  distraction,  4. 

—  dupaipttri^f  26a. 

—  Aristotle's,  451. 

—  Berkeley  on,  453. 

—  Mill  on,  454. 

—  Bacon  and   Locke's  meaning  of, 

455. 

—  later  phases  of,  460. 

Academy,  438. 

dxi7v  and  &x^^'^^i  need,  354  note. 

Ax^^i  anxiety,  354  note. 

Act,  instrument,  result,  19. 

Active  transitive,  I  shake,  326,  330.     ' 


Acts  of  a  primitive  society,  272. 
Actual  knowledge,  588. 
Actuality,  t)asein,  5^8  note. 

AD,  DA,  to  divide,  242,  358. 
Adam,  new  and  old,  155. 
Adhvaryus,  hundred  branches  of  the, 

,      339- 
A-diti,  boundless,  185  note. 

Adjectives,  at  fint  formed  like  sub- 
stantives, 442. 

—  can  be  used  as  substantives,  442. 

—  are  they  general  or  singular  terms? 

447- 

—  are  they  abstract  or  concrete  tenns? 

463. 

—  treated  by  Mill  as  concrete,  463^ 

469. 

—  abstract  terms  derived  fit>m,  464. 

—  originally  appellatives,  526. 

afterwards  attributives,  526. 

all  were  once  substantives,  526. 

A-dya,  now,  227. 

Aelian,  time  of,  122. 

Aesthetics,  or  subjective  evolution, 

290. 
A^a,  goat,  82. 
Agassir/s    divisions    of    the    animal 

kingdom,  X04  note. 
Agglutination,  or  adaptation,  223. 

Ludwig  on,  228. 

Agglutinative  period  of  Aryan  speech. 

.      333- 
A-ylta,  not  decayed,  323. 

Agnosticism,  Darwin  on,  Z07. 

A^ra,  from  A^,  82. 

AH,  to  breathe,  221. 

Ah !  ah !  twenty  meanings  in  Italian, 

190. 

Ah!  oh!  ih!  189. 

Aham,  ego,  221. 

Ahi,  anguis,  from  AmH,  82. 

ola^tLV,  from  alat,  309. 

Akn'ti,  species,  578. 
Akshi,  the  eye,  380. 
Ak-tu,  ointment,  tinge,  dark  tinge, 

njglit,  303- 
AL,togrow,to  makegrow,399, 400,556. 


^  I  have  been  relieved  of  the  trouble  of  making  this  index  by  the  same 
kind  hand  that  helped  me  in  preparing  those  of  my  former  books. 
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Albumen,  cannot  be  produced,  i  lo. 
Alogon,  brute,  horse,  458. 
AmH,  to  throttle,  354  note. 

—  connection  with  NAM,  354  note. 
Amoeba,  115. 

AmS,  changed  to  ANAS,  380. 
dfiwaBat,  351. 
AN,  to  breathe,  458. 
Analogy,  a  deceittul  guide,  104. 
Ajialysia  of  words,  243. 

—  radical,  554. 

Analytical  and  synthetical  proposi- 
tions, 58S. 

A«apeti,  to  command,  343. 
Anas,  duck,  193. 

Ancestors  of  the  great  genera,  ill. 
iySayu,  laSa,  to  smell  sweet,  to  please, 

305. 
AuG,  root  for  painting,  303. 

Angle,  none  without  two  convergiii^ 
lines,  30. 

Animal  and  man,  langusge  the  spe- 
cific difference  between,  163. 

—  thing  that  breathes,  458. 

—  to  man,  transition  from,  504. 

inconceivable,  1 58. 

Animals,  teaching  of,  by  men,  10. 

—  not  guided  by  reason,  13. 

—  Mill  on,  12-13. 

—  intelligence  of,  useless  arguments 

from,  15. 

—  are  automatic  machines,  15. 

—  percepts  of,  26. 

—  Schopenhauer  on,  177. 

—  sounds  of,  uncertainty  in  imitating, 

192. 

—  child's  names  for,  196. 
Animism,  329,  330. 
AiiK,  225. 

Anschauung,  T9,  559. 
AntaAkaraita,  64. 
Anthropoid  or  gorilla,  15. 
Anthropomorphism,  329,  330. 
Anthropos  or  man,  115. 
Apabhraffwas,  vulgar  words,  342. 
£-ira^,  once,  226. 

Aphasia,  Bateman  on,  202. 
Apoptdsis,  falling  off,  499. 
Appetitus,  314. 
JR,  the  root,  397. 

—  meaning  to  stir,  398. 

to  go  regularly,  398. 

to  hurt,  399. 

At,  changed  with  ir  and  ur,  355. 
Ara,  suffix,  229. 
Ara-B,  spoke  of  a  wheel,  398. 
Ar-atni,  elbow,  398. 
Argos,  dog  of  Odysseus,  7,  8. 
Aristotle,  119,  124,  377,  422,  432, 
460,  477. 


Aristotle  and  the  tricoloured  rain- 
bow, 303. 

Aristotle's  definition  of  an  ennneia* 
tion,  422. 

—  ten  cat^ories,  424. 

—  categories,  objections  to,  430. 

—  abstraction,  451. 

—  artificial  metaphors,  488. 

—  oldest  division  of  metaphors,  491. 

—  Categ.  c.  6,  dv6<pa<ris  8c  itrriv  dw6' 

<f>a»ah  Tivoi  dvo  rtvoit  402. 

Arithmetics,  the  science  of  time,  598. 

Ar-ms,  Gothic,  arm,  398. 

dpovpa,  arvum,  398. 

dpOpuv,  membrum,  398. 

Articulate  words,  difficulty  of  render- 
ing natural  sounds  by,  189. 

ArtuB,  link,  398. 

Aryan  roots,  number  of,  210. 

Aryavarta,  east  of  Adam,  west  of 
Kalakavana,  south  of  Himavat, 
and  north  of  Pariyatra,  338. 

As,  the  termination,  237. 

AS,  to^be,  to  breathe,  221,  384. 

AS,  SA,  to  throw,  358. 

A8y  SAf  to  sharpen,  35S. 

Ascoli,  365,  366  note. 

As-k,  and  ax,  367. 

Associated,  things  generally,  512. 

Association,  603. 

A^v&sas,  237. 

At,  and  At,  349. 

Atharvana-veda,  nine  divisions  of  the, 

.      339- 
Atman,  self,  221,  oil. 

Attention,  the  dawn  of  thought,  4. 

—  Wendel  Holmes  on,  4  note. 

—  F.  H.  Bradley  on,  4  note. 
Attributes,  all  names  of,  abstract,  80, 

460,  528. 

—  constant  and  essential,  render  cer- 

tain names  impossible,  592. 

—  separable  and  inseparable,  593. 

—  essential,  593. 

—  accidental,  595. 

—  essential,  i.  e.  nominal,  595. 
Augment,  less  perfect  reduplication, 

343- 
Augustin,  and  the  category  of  habere, 

429-  .      ^  ^ 

Australians,  brain  of,  0. 

Autobiography  of  the  human  mind, 

language  the,  83. 

Autogony,  187  note. 

Auxiliary  verbs,  533. 

Avica,  auca,  goose,  458. 

Awfully,  508. 

Ayana,  &yani,  232. 

Bad  stomach-ache  for  one,  to  have  a, 
507- 
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BahvWityay  twenty-one  divisions  of 
tbe,  339, 

Bain,  Professor,  590. 

BAnDH,  root>  to  bind,  413. 

Bateman,  Darwinism  tested  by  lan- 
guage, 172  note,  201  note. 

—  on  Apbasia,  154,  155. 
Bathybius,  the,  154,  155,  171. 
Battering-ram,  4^. 
Begriff,  72. 

Begriffe,  2,  560. 

—  obne  Anscbanungen  sind  leer,  143. 
Bellum  omnium  oontra  omnes,  290. 
Benfey,  351.  353,  358  note,  3^7. 
Berkeley,   119,  132,   143,   263,  267, 

369,  459»  492,  5o6f  513- 

—  ideas,  20  note. 

—  ideas  and  words,  42. 

—  a  nihilist,  egoist,  and  idealist,  73. 

—  his  views  of  the  phenomenal  world, 

131. 

—  denies  the  existence    of   general 

ideas,  259. 

—  and  Looke,  mean  percept  by  idea, 

359- 

—  on  notions  or  universal  ideas,  260. 

—  denies  abstract  general  ideas,  260. 

—  his  account  of  abstraction,  262. 

—  signs  of  particular  ideas,  i.  e.  ab- 

stract ideas,  456. 

—  on  attributes,  448. 

—  on  abstraction,  453. 

—  his  idea  meant  picture,  453. 

—  on  notion,  454. 

—  forswore  the  use  of  words,  617. 

BHA,  to  shine  and  to  sound,  401, 402. 

BHA  and  BHAS,  360. 

Bha,  forming  names  of  animals,  232. 

BUJR,  to  b^,  tpfp,  484. 

BHASH  and  BHA JT,  dialectic  forms 
produced  by  indigenous  races, 
402. 

Bhftshd,  spoken  at  the  time  of 
P4j»ini,  337,  341,  345. 

—  an  historical  language,  341. 
BhAsh&rthaA,  344. 

BHI,  to  fear,  bhlA,  bhlma,  204. 
Bhisha^,  to  heal,  351. 

BSRkG,  black,  connected  with  the 

root,  304. 
Bhratar,  one  who  carries,  525. 

BHtr,  to  be,  originally  to  puff,  205. 

BHtr,  to  be,  to  grow,  384,  556. 

BHU&,  to  bend,  226. 

/3ia,^ya,  violence,  323. 

Bill,  bulla,  556. 

0lv4caf  ^n&mi,  I  force,  323. 

Biology  and  philology,  coincidences 

and  differences  between,  188. 
Birds,  the  name,  434. 


Bitter  is  biting,  305,  602. 

Bitterness,  sensation  of,  601. 

Black,  brown,  yellow,  and  white  men 
descendants  of  common  ances- 
tors, 115. 

not  descended  from  one 

pair,  157. 
Black,  bleak,  304. 
Black  and  blue,  304. 
Blackhorn,  same  as  wbitehom,  62. 
Blir,  hU,  bl^,  304. 
Blue,  livid  colour  of  a  bruise,  304. 
Bodley,  Sir  T.,  letter  of,  21  note. 
Boehtlingk,  379  note. 
Boller,Die  Declination  der  I^nnischen 

Sprachen,  235. 
Bopp,  208,  209,  213,  227,  233. 

—  on  suffixes,  225. 
Bowels  of  compassion,  507. 
Bow-wow  theoiy,  174. 

< —  and  poohnpooh  theory,  181,  ao6. 

—  pooh !  196. 

Bradley,  F.  H.,  on  attention,  4  note. 
Brahman,  Sel^  611. 
Brain  of  animals  and  men,  arguments 
from,  6. 

—  of  gorUla,  size  of,  6. 

—  human,  6. 

—  of  Australians,  6. 

—  affection  of  left  side  of  anterior 

lobe,  202. 

—  cannot  think,  though  perhaps  a 

sine  qua  non  of  intellect,  574. 
Broad  lines  in  the  evolution  of  nature, 
93,  94,  102,  103. 

—  which  separate  different  kinds,  98, 

99,  100. 

—  which  change  Chaos  into  a  Kosmos, 

167. 
Broca,  Dr.,  on  the  brain,  202. 
Brutes  have  no  faculty  of  abstracting, 

258. 

use  of  words,  258. 

Bubo,  owl,  193. 

Bubulare,  194. 

Buddhists  forbade  all  speculation  on 

the  beginning  of  things,  iot. 

Caesius,  bluish,  bluish-grey,  304, 483. 

Calin,  a  wheedler,  504. 

Call  separated  from  KoXttw,  203. 

Candere,  Lat.,  373. 

Carbonic  acid  and  water,  will  they 

make  starch  t  109. 
Care  and  cura,  separation  of,  203. 
Casco,  potsherd,  dcuU,  509. 
Case-terminations  local,  239. 
Casilla,  head,  509. 
Castrum,  casa,  cassis,  370. 
Categories,    of    the    understanding. 

138,  597»  601. 
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Cftiegoriety  table  of,  141. 

—  Aristotle't,  434. 

—  second  to  fourth,  427. 

—  of  space  and  time,  428. 

—  the  verbal,  428. 

—  objections  to  Aristotle's,  430. 

—  Kant*B,  of  modality,  431,  604. 

—  as    determining    the    growth    of 

words,  432. 

—  fifth  and  sixth,  Ubi  and  Quando, 

443- 

—  verbal,  443. 

—  in  language,  475. 

—  applied  to  woids,  480. 

—  Kant's,  of  quantity,  427,  604. 

of  relation,  427,  604. 

of  quality,  604. 

—  MiU's,  605. 

Category  of  objectivity,  288. 

—  of  causality,  288. 

—  the  first,  substance,  426,  441. 

—  the  eighth  the  most  difficult,  428. 
Cato,  319. 

Causality,  601. 

—  Kant  s  view  of,  148. 

—  Schopenhauer  on  Kant*B  view  of, 

149. 

—  Helmholts  on,  150. 
Causation,  same  with  Mill  as  order 

of  time,  605. 
Cause  and  effect,  Hume  on,  140. 

—  to  effect,  transition  from,  511.      * 
C^na,  from  Sabine  scesna,  370. 
Cerebrisation,  unconscious,  17. 
Certainty,  attained  from  experience, 

nominal  not  essential,  607. 

Chamisso  on  species  and  genera,  168 
note. 

Charta,  from  SKAR,  556. 

Ch&rAz,  Hebrew,  gold,  564  note. 

Chellean  man,  the,  86. 

Child,  a,  and  early  framers  of  lan- 
guage, difference  between,  523. 

Children,  earliest  education  of,  12. 

—  leam  words,  how  ?  269,  519. 
Chimpanzee,  87  note. 

Chinese,  180,  190,  192, 194,  308, 437. 

—  roots  in,  241. 

X^Mp6s,  helvus,  yellow,  304. 
Xpv-47<$$,   not  from   Hebrew   chArCkz, 

564. 
XpoffUL,  colour,  X/K&*,  skin,  303. 
^i(6sf  hestemus,  227. 
Cicero,  Latin  of,  253. 

—  on  metaphors,  493. 

Clamor  oonoomitans  and  significans, 

552. 
Class  names,  we  think  by,  49. 

are  general  names,  536. 

Classification  by  gender,  533. 
Cock,  call  of,  194. 


Cock,  a  mimetic  word,  438. 

Cogito  ergo  sum,  56. 

Collective  terms,  448. 

Color,  oc-oulere,  303. 

Colour,  idea  of,  without  extension, 

264. 
Communication,  not  language,  196. 
Complex  ideas,  260. 

—  Locke  on,  20  note. 
Composition,  483. 

—  and  agglutination,  229. 
CompouncUi  formed  by  prepositions, 

483« 
Comte,  144. 

—  Benan  on,  144  note. 

—  Huxley  on,  145  note. 
Conceivable,  meaning  of,  159. 

—  and  inconceivable,   H.  Spencer's 

compromise,  586. 

H.  Spencer's  later  view,  587. 

Conceiving  is  imagining,  forming  a 

mental  picture,  454-455. 
Concept,  19. 
Conception,  19-20. 

—  the,  becomes  the  type  of  the  com- 

parison, 455. 
Concepts  (B^griffe),  2. 

—  can  ihey  exist  by  themselves  ?  229. 

—  function  of  forming  general,  the 

distingmshing  mark  between  men 
and  animals,  178. 

—  origin  of,  the  fundamental  ques- 

tion of  philosophy,  256. 

—  creation  of,  early  achieved,  272. 

—  cannot  be  framed  without  names, 

373. 
Concepts  or  Boots,  475. 

—  the  121  original,  404,  551. 

—  further  reduction  of,  406. 

—  by  themselves  are  nothing,  563. 
Concrete,  not  an  Aristotelian  term, 

452. 

—  the  quality  grown  together  with 

the  substance,  452. 

—  as  meaning  solid,  452. 

—  the  same  as  singular,  457. 

—  name,  the  name  of  an  object,  467. 
Concursus  divinus  of  Descartes,  278^ 

281. 
Condillao  and  his  school,  21. 

—  all  science  is  a  well-made  lan- 

guage, 34. 

—  and  Kant,  284. 

—  and  Locke,  467. 
Conditions  of  knowledge,  135. 
Connotative   and  denotative   terms 

471. 
Connotative  names  do  not  follow  the 

attributes  they  connote,  537. 
Consciousness  of  a  repeated  act,  272. 
Consonantal  changes,  356. 
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Consonants,  modificatory,  n,  t,  v,  d, 

*?.  363. 

—  and  vowels,  the  materials  not  the 

elements  of  language,  1 88. 

-^ have  they  an  inherent  signifi- 
cance?  lijO. 

Cook,  Captain,  53. 

Copula,  533. 

Coquet,  438. 

Coqaetterie,  438. 

Courtney,  W.  L.,  Studies  in  Philo- 
sophy, 143. 

Coward,  codaido,  504. 

Crane,  489. 

Creation,  act  of ,  inconceivable,  101. 

Crepus-culum,  368. 

Crimsons,  becomes  crimson,  320. 

Cro,  in  sepulcro,  329. 

Cuckoo,  <»11  of  the,  309. 

Cucubare,  owl's  cry,  310. 

Curtius,  227,  233,  2.i3  note,  350,  353, 

377. 

—  on  roots,  351. 

DA,   Sanskrit   root,    183,    184,  188, 

•  346,  392»  478. 

—  its  three  stems,  184  note,  X91. 

DA,  to  purify,  1 85. 

DA  and  DA^,  360. 

DA,  to  root,  to  bind,  413. 

DAK,  478. 

DAM,  to  shape,  to  control,  387. 

Da-ma- tvi,  damns,  233. 

Dante  on  the  name  of  God,  283. 

D^  and  D/R^,  360. 

DiKBH  and  DMK,  roots,  to  tie  into 

a  bunch,  413. 
D^mH,D2RBH,  tying  together,  387. 
DMSy  to  see,  555. 
Darwin,  89,  94,  99,  105,  iii,  118, 

"3.    i53»   ^57»    163,    173,    182, 

576,  580. 

—  not  the  discoverer  of  evolution, 

90. 

—  di tiers  from  the  Darwinians,  104. 

—  on  agnosticism,  107. 
T—  and  Kant,  152. 

—  on  the  Descent  of  Man,  160. 

—  followers  of,  118,  120,  154,  179, 

289. 

—  against  language  as  a  specific  differ- 

ence, 169. 

—  did  he  retract  his  theory  ?  298. 
Darwin's    Philosophy   of  Language, 

Lectures  on,  92,  153. 

—  theory  of  evolution,  89,  579. 

—  inconsistency,  104. 

—  different  beginnings,  ill. 

—  insensible  degrees,  164. 

—  theory  of  language,  296. 


Darwin's  Origin  of  Species,  574,  577. 
D&'t&Tf  lo-TTipy  da-tor,  agent' in,  225. 
Dati,  to  cut,  used  by  the  Priiilyas, 

34». 
D&tra,  sickle,  used  by  the  Udliryas, 

341. 
Da-tr^m,  d^-tram,  184. 

Dft-tram,  an  instrument,  225. 
Daughter,  origin  of,  506. 
Dauh-t-8,  feast,  506  note. 
Day,  separated  from  dies,  303. 
Dei,  daughter,  from  root  Duh,  335. 
817,  for  &?i7,  227. 
Deaf  ana  dumb  people,  63. 
Definition  and  history  of  words,  581. 

—  necessity  of,  610. 
Sfifc^,  very,  508. 
Delaware,  name  for  horse,  53. 
Demokritos,  174. 

—  knew  only  a  few  colours,  303. 
Demonstrative  elements,  321,  256. 

traced  to  conceptual  roots,  331. 

independent    words    mistaken 

for,  328. 

—  survivals  of  a  time  when  gesture 

and    pantomime    were    largely 

used,  554. 
Demonstrative  roots  or  elements,  241. 
De  Mortillet,  Professor,  86. 
^v,  long,  for  ^tffjv,  227. 
Denominative  roots,  347. 
Dentals  corrupted  into  Unguals,  350. 
Desasnar,  to  enlighten,  505. 
Descent  of  Man,  Darwin  on  the,  160. 
De-sci-sco,  Latin,  357. 
'  Deserve  *  a  name,  to,  532. 
Despecialising  process,  308. 
Development,  166. 

DHA,  used  in  Greek  for  the  differ- 
entiation of  roots,  351. 
Dhatu,  a  feeder  or  root,  335. 
Descartes,   29,    129,    147,   276,  277, 

292*  377,613. 

—  a  dualist,  277. 

—  his  Concnrsus  divinus,  278. 

—  his  argument  put  in  modem  dress 

by  I>.  Martineau,  278. 
Dhitup&/Aa  of  Pawini,  341. 

DHf  and  DHA,  346,  355,  477- 

DHC,  dhiiti,  dhama,  322,  346,  348. 

dI  and  DA,  355. 

Dialectic,  more  special  sense  of,  353. 

—  variety,  359. 

—  stage,  primitive,  361. 
Diamond  and  combustible,  words  ffsr, 

first  framed,  538. 
Diderot,  284. 

Ding  an  sich,  Kant's,  24,  569. 
Diomedes,  the  grammarian,  189  note. 
Distraction  and  abstraction,  4. 
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DTV  and  dene,  203. 
Divine  revelation,  165. 
Do,  to,  384. 
Dog-ezperiment,  58. 

—  sounds  made  by  the,  195. 
Dogs,  sagacity  of,  7. 

Doom  and  damnare,  separation  of, 

203. 
D68,  ddtis,  184. 
Dower,  dowager,  184. 

DRAKH,  DHRAKH,    to   be   dry, 

345- 
Dravya,  matter,  386. 

Droasel,  thrush,  192. 

Dry,  drought,  345. 

Duck,  quak,  qu&k,  192. 

Dulce,  pleasure,  471. 

Dum  and  non  dum,  227. 

Duttenf*,  Exposants  Casuels,  224  note, 

228  note. 

Dyad,  the  first,  67. 

Dyati,  81S17/11, 1  bind,  185. 

Dyava,  day  and  night,  309. 

Dy&va-prtthivl,   heaven    and   earth, 

309- 
Dyus  in  pClrvedyus,  227. 

DYUTandDYU,353. 
Dya-tara,  crossing  the  sky,  225. 

Earth,  \d,  an  old  name  for,  398. 
Easel,  esel,  489. 
Edeluiann,  Lhrenmann,  56. 
Edgren,  Mr.,  361,  361  note,  376. 

—  wurk  on  Panini's  roots,  346. 
^ivs,  svadu,  sweet,  305. 

Eflect  to  cause,  trt.n»ition  from,  511. 
Egere,  egenus,  354  note. 
^tpiOovTat,  351. 
Ego,  the,  64. 

—  as  a  substance,  251. 

—  the,  the  permanent  possibility  of 

feeling,  255. 

Ehrenmann,  Edelmann,  56. 

*t6o9,  species,  what  is  seen,  578. 

Ekoti,  ekoti-bhAva  in  Buddhist  San- 
skrit, 344. 

Elementum,  what  makes  grow,  400. 

Elephant,  called  Bos  Luca,  or  Lu- 
canus,  53. 

—  hastin,  from  hasta,  trunk,  459. 

—  Miir^  rational,  163. 
Emotional  and  rational  language,  198. 
Empedokles,  98. 

Emperor  Moth,  instinct  of,  13. 

Empfindungen,  2. 

Empty  space,  Mill  on,  614. 

Emsig,  ameise,  505. 

Enunciation,  Aristotle's  definition  of 

an,  422. 
Environment,  influence  of,  100. 
Equitatus,  cavalry,  449. 


Esel,  easel,  489. 

Esse  of  mind  is  percipere,  69. 

—  of  things  is  percipi,  69. 
Essential  attributes,  595. 
iaSiw,  351. 

Eule,  a  feminine,  193. 
Euler's  figures,  542. 
^vas,  way,  manner,  396. 
Evolution,  Darwin*8  theory,  89. 

—  Darwin  not  the  discoverer  of,  90. 

—  Prof.  Huxley  on,  90. 

—  Kant,  Herder,  and  Goethe  on,  92. 

—  the  true  secret  of,  97. 
Evolut'onist  philosophy  unhistorical, 

118. 
Ex  aliquo  fit  aliquid,  94. 
Extra- natural  influence,  105. 

F,  natural  sound  of  contempt,  204. 
Each,  meaning  division,  22^t. 

—  same  as  Vach,  a  fold,  226. 
Factitious  words,  197  note. 
Facultas  and  difficultas,  75. 
Faculty,  75. 

—  the  word,  249. 

Fallan,  O.  H.  G.,  to  fall,  372. 

Faltha,  226. 

Father    f(i,    mother     mO,    parents 

fft-mii,  308. 
Feather,  314. 
Feuerbach,  256. 

Fichte,  Scheliing,  and  Hegel,  285. 
Fick,  350,  358  note. 
^  on    the  roots  needed  for  Aryan 

languages,  332. 
Finnish,  thirteen  cases  in,  235. 
Fish,  the  name,  435. 
Fl&h-s,  flax,  226. 
Flaht,  a  fold.  226. 
Flinte,  derivation  of,  409. 
Fluted  column,  from  a  bunch  of  reeds, 

387- 
Fold,  from  FMnK,  226. 

Fons,  205. 

Foot,  meaning  of,  500. 

Force,  290. 

Foreign  words,  54. 

Formal  elements  of  Sanskrit  gram- 
mar, once  purely  predicative,  231. 

Fourfold,  226. 

Fowler,  'Elements  of  Deductive 
Logic,'  37. 

Frog,  its  sounds,  194. 

FU,  HU,  root,  205. 

Fundamental    metaphor,    327,    329, 

495- 
Furche,  furrow,  farah,  490. 

Futilis,  205. 

G,  final,  connected  with  GA,  352. 
GA,  to  sing,  191. 
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Gaiidner,  experiments  on  language, 

199. 
GAMHy  to  kick,  393. 
'  Ganz  aos  dem  Haoschen  sein/  509. 
GJR,  to  wake,  185. 
Gi«,  555. 

—  to  swallow,  185. 

—  to  make  a  noise,  185. 

GM,  to  decay,  to  grow  old,  323. 
GiR  and  GRAS,  360. 
^aras,  old  age,  323. 
Gtirgara,  185. 
TapTopifw,  to  gargle,  185. 
Garrire  and  gingrire,  185. 
G'ati,  genus,  578. 
G^iiyati,  ffixi,  323. 

GEH,  gaping,  really  struggling,  394. 
Grehn,  double  meaning,  394. 
Geiger,  on  human  reason,  86. 

—  his  view  of  language,  291,  299. 
Gender,  classification  by,  533. 

—  neuter,  533. 

Genealogical  and  morphological  classi- 
fication, 96. 
Genera,  99. 

—  true,  97. 

—  nature  impossible  without,  100. 

—  and  subgenera,  579. 

General,   abstract,  and  connotative. 

General  abstract  ideas,  only  realised 

in  names,  271. 
General  idea  of  a  triangle,  261. 
General  ideas,  how  man  came  by,  258. 
words  become  general  by  being 

made  the  signs  of,  258. 
Berkeley  denies  the  existence 

of,  259. 
making  use  of  words  implies 

having,  266. 

Hume  on,  266. 

General  term,  every  word  a,  270. 

of  the  first  degree,  270. 

General   terms,  how  come  we    by? 

258. 
General  and  singular  terms,  444. 
Generatio  spontanea,  157. 
Genial  tubercle,  85. 
Gentilhomme,  gentleman,  55. 
Gentleman,  gentilhomme,  55. 
Genus,  96,  576,  578. 

—  remains  genus,  112. 

—  no  priority  before  species,  221. 
Geometry,  the  Science  of  Space,  398. 
German,  250. 

—  roots,  332. 

GH^  or  H^,  to  heat,  to  shine, 

o  304.  564- 
Gly  the  root,  323. 

GinA,  old,  323. 

&i-nA-mi,  I  overcome,  ^t^,  323. 


'  Giove,  . .  .  per  noi  crocifisso,*  283. 
Gi-scehan,  to  happen,  369. 
God,  name  of,  281. 

—  each  philosopher  has  the  right  to 

define  what  he  means  by,  282,283. 

—  Schopenhauer  on  the  meuiing  of, 

283. 
€^dess  of  Reason,  73. 

Juventas,  the,  253. 

Goethe,  'No  spirit  wiUiout  matter, 

no  matter  without  spirit,'  286. 
Gold,  how  we  know  it,  562-566. 

—  the  enemy  of  Aoua  Begia,  567. 
Golden  egg,  the,  102. 

Goose,  its  call,  194. 

—  in  different  languages,  194. 

—  history  of  the  word,  433. 
Grorilla's  brain,  size  of,  6. 
Go-sl^n,  Go-s&A,  Go-s^biiA,  232. 
Gothic,  six  hundred  roots  in,  332. 
GRABH,  RABH,  and  LABH,  347. 
Grammar  of  Reason,  44. 
Grammatical  metaphor,  497. 
GRAnTH,  root,  to  tie,  to  join,  41 1 . 
Gra-num,  fine  flour,  323. 

Green  and  vellow,  304. 
Green,  Professor  T.  H.,  38,  138  note, 
147  note. 

—  on  the  beginning  of  knowledge,  521. 
Grievance,  from  "Ft.  grever,  555. 
Grow,  to  be  green,  304. 

Gt^RD  and  GtRDH,  360. 
G  urges,  whirlpool,  504. 
yvpiSf  fine  flour,  323. 
OyA,  violence,  323. 
Oy&na,  tyranny,  323. 
Gy&m,  decay,  323. 
Gjeshthtk,  the  strongest,  323. 

—  the  oldest,  324. 

H,  BH,  DH,  and  GH,  365. 
Haeckel,  155,  163. 

—  no  true  Darwinian,  106. 

—  the  Protogenes  of,  109. 

—  his  primoniial  moneres,  182. 

—  his  cells,  186. 

Hale,  Origin  of  Languages,  86  note. 
Hamann,  43. 

Hamilton,  Sir  W.,  47,  49,  583. 
Hari,  harit,  harita,  hariwa,  304. 
Hastin,   for    elephant,  from    hasta, 

trunk,  459. 
Have  and  habeo,  separated,  203. 
Head,  Captain,  and  his  guide,  8. 
Hear,  to,  to  be  struck,  324. 
Heave,  to,  323. 
Heaven,  323. 

Hebrew,  five  hundred  roots  in,  331.       ' 
j^ficTcu,  svadate,  he  delights,  305. 
^SofuUf  I  am  in  a  state  of  pleasure, 

305- 
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Heft,  weight,  333. 
Hegel,  45,  317. 
Helmholtz  on  eaiualitj,  150. 
Helus,  helvos,  304. 
Hen,  YftriooB  cries  of,  194. 
Henkleitoe,  167. 

Herder,  44 ;  « Ursprung  der  Sprache,* 
553  note. 

—  on  evolution,  9a. 
Heretic,  612. 

Hervey  IslandB,  name  for  quadrapeds 

JDi  53- 
Hejse's  view,  dating  from  school  of 

Oken,  an. 
Hinchan,  to  halt,  369. 
Hindus,  36. 

Hira»-maya,  gold-made,  231. 
Hirawya,  gold,  from  an  Aryan  root, 

564- 
Hiranyagarbha,  or  primeval  ancestor, 

100. 

Hiuzen,  to  scold,  311. 

Hobbes,  43,  213,  499,  535,  536  note. 

—  saying  that  thought  is  addition 

and  subtraction,  i. 

—  distinction    between    notae    and 

signa,  40. 

—  on  names,  77. 

—  pun,  169, 

—  on  auziUary  verbs,  533. 

—  on  the  proposition,  534. 
Homer,  7,  558. 

Homo  animal  rationale,  quia  ora* 
tionale,  42. 

Homonyma  and  Polyonyma,  61. 

Homophonous  roots,  391,  396. 

Horse,  the  name,  436. 

Hottentots,  clicks  of,  196. 

Hriday-madhye,  230. 

Hriday  me,  330. 

Human  brain,  size  of,  6. 

Human  mind,  language  its  true  his- 
tory and  autobiography,  83,  515. 

palaeontology  of  the,  524. 

Humanitus,  humanely,  443,  482. 

Humboldt,  W.  von,  45,  191. 

Hume,  43,  73,  119,  123,  132,  143, 
260,  267. 

—  '  animals  not  guided  by  reason,' 

12. 

—  on  impressions,  20  note. 

—  on  the  impressions  arising  from  the 

senses,  68. 

—  his  ideas  on  cause  and  effect,  140. 

—  on  substance  and  quality,  140. 

—  on  general  ideas,  266. 
Huxley,  Professor,  on  evolution,  90. 

—  on  natural  selection,  113. 

—  on  Comte,  145  note. 

—  on  percepts  and  concepts,  453. 
Hybridism,  or  stragglers,  112. 


I,  prosthetic,  357. 

I,  to  go,  347,  393,  553. 

1  and  i,  354. 

1,  changed  to  6,  356. 

Idf  an  old  name  for  earth,  398. 

Id,  original  meaning  of,  379. 

Idea,  73. 

—  of  Locke,  19, 

—  change  in  meaning,  73. 

—  with  Berkeley  and  Locke  meant 

percept,  259. 

—  with  Berkeley  meant  picture,  453. 
Ideas,  260. 

—  Simple     and      Complex,    Locke, 

Berkeley,  Hume,  20  note. 

—  Berkeley,  20  note. 

—  innate,  583. 
Id^es  m^res,  418. 
IkkhAti  and  eiscon,  367. 
tksh,  to  see,  306. 

Imagination  (Einbildungskraft),  19. 
Imitations  of  noises  produced  by  our 

own  acts,  314. 
Immaterial    to   material,   transition 

from,  510. 
Imperative,  421. 

—  the  most  primitive  sentence,  246. 

—  deviates  little  from,  true  form  of  a 

root,  246. 

—  mood,  the  reminder,  315. 
Imperfect  beginnings,  524. 
Impetus.  314. 

Imply,  same  as  connote,  474. 
Imponderable  bodies,  542. 
Impression,  an  irritation  of  the  senses, 

—  of  Hume,  19. 

Impression  different  from  sensation,  3. 
Impressions,  260. 

—  unperceived,  17. 
Incarnate  metaphors,  489. 
Inconceivable,    Mill    on    the  word, 

585- 
Independent  words  ground  down  to 

terminations,  226. 
Indian  grammarians,  maintain  roots 

can  never  be  words,  218. 
Indiscemibilia,  roots  as,  209. 
Individual,  the,  97. 

—  selection,  362. 

Individuals,  Species  and  Genera,  95. 
Ind-oles,  ingenium,  399. 
Inexpressible  thoughts,  54. 
Inflectional  period  of  Aryan  speech, 

^   333. 
IN&f  a  prakritism  of  Ing,  344. 

Inherent  fitness,  changing  Chaos   to 

Kosmos,  98. 

Initial  modifications,  365. 

—  not  final  part  of  a  root  embodies 

its  character,  376. 
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Innate  ideaa,  5S3. 

Inner  working,  64. 

Inorganic,  transition  from,  to  organio, 

107. 
In-rit(i,  to  irritate,  399  note. 
Insensible  degree^,  Darwin^s,  164. 

—  gradation,  165,  168. 
Inseparableness     of    language    and 

thought,  what  follows  from  the, 

words  and  concepts,  objections 

to,  and  answers,  51. 

Intellect,  19. 

Intelligence  of  animals,  useless  argu- 
ments from,  15. 

Intension  and  extension  of  terms, 
472. 

Interjectional  theory,  306. 

Interjections  and  imitations  general 
in  sound,  definite  in  meaning, 
189. 

Intransitiye  and  transitive  roots,  319. 

Intuition  (Anschauung),  19. 

INV,  additional  formative  v  in,  353. 

li^',  to  rule,  Gothic  argan,  380. 

Ish,  the  suffix,  354. 

Isolation,  combination,  inflection,  228. 

Isomeric  change,  life  an,  109. 

iaOfAos,  a  road,  395. 

1-Tati6s,  hasty,  395. 

I0ivojy  to  make  straight,  395. 

Itih^,  legends,  339. 

I-tvara,  Sansk.,  going,  395. 

Jackson,  Dr.,  experiments  on  lan- 
guage, 199-200. 

Jean  Paul's  Sprache  and  Sternbildor* 
27  note. 

Jevons*  Manual,  37. 

Johnson's  refutation  of  Berkeley,  130. 

Juvenes  and  juventas,  449. 

Juventas  or  juventus,  252. 

K^twA-^r-a|S  and  Kjaitwd^r-aiS', 
difl'erencc  between,  238. 

KAL  and  SAL^  349. 

Kalpanl,  Prakrit,  scissors,  373,  386. 

Kalpayati,  Prakrit,  to  cut,  386. 

KafivtiVy  8umyati,  325. 

KavbavKrji  =  <7Kv\KovvucnjSy  31 T . 

ATandra,  bright,  373. 

Kant,  27,  43,66,  72,  87, 119, 123, 129, 
132, 144,  161,  275,  284,431,476, 
599,  608. 

—  on  the  difference   between  ratio- 

nalis  and  rationabilis,  87  note. 

—  on  evolution,  92. 

—  excuses  for  ignoring,  121. 

—  on  intuitions  of  space  and  time, 

148,  597. 

—  on  causality,  148. 


Kant,  Schopenhauer  on,  149. 

—  and  Darwin,  152. 

—  on  propositions,  540. 

Kant's  Ding  an  sich,  24,  350,  286. 

—  success,  causes  of,  127. 

—  philosophy ;  was  it  a  compromise  ? 

133. 

—  object   in  the  Critique    of  Pure 

Keason,  133. 

—  categories  of  modality,  431. 

—  life,  127. 

KAP,  Sk.  kamp,  to  shake,  322. 
KanvCs,  smoke,  322. 
Kift,  to  make,  385. 

—  connected    with    SK.^   catting, 

shearing,  372,  386. 
Kiil,  to  scatter,  .^72. 
Kara,  kara,  229. 
K&raka,   nominative,   vocative,   and 

genitive     excluded     from     the 

name,  428  note. 
Karmadhftraya,  225. 
KMnT,  to  cut,  396. 
KMT,  the  root,  to  bind,  397,  411. 

—  to  spin,  226. 

KAS,  to  cough,  317. 

Kata,  house,  Zend,  i.e.  dug,  383. 

Katyayana,  338. 

—  his  y&rttika,  339. 

• —  vulgar   dialects   at  the  time  of, 

342. 
j^atur-dhd,  four  times,  226. 
JSTatur-vaya,  fourfold,  236. 
A'atur-vidha.  fourfold,  226. 
Kaiir-n,  fine  flour,  323. 
Kavi,  poet,  373. 
Kfbdyifvtu,  to  scatter,  370. 
KTfiotJUUf  I  am  sorrowful,  370. 
ir^Sor,  sadness,  324. 
if^5a»,  I  torment,  324,  370. 
K€ipo),  to  cut,  372. 
Kelgren,  Finnish  as  an  inflectional 

language,  334. 
Kifioi^pvfUf  to  mix,  373. 
Klpxot,  to  be  dry,  373. 
iciptuL,  minutum,  370. 
Kern,  Professor,  on  the  language  of 

Uie   Buddhist   Sanskrit  Sfttras, 

343- 
KHk,  root,  presupposes  a  root  SKA, 

357- 
KHAD,  to  strike,  to  be  firm,  369, 

382. 
KHADy  to  cover,  370. 
KHAD,  Tooij  to  crush,  324. 
KHAD,  chewing,  369. 
£^adman»  fraud,  370. 
KHAG^,  to  shake,  to  pound,  369. 
Kh'^ya,  a  whisk,  369. 

^Kaiga,  goat,  369. 
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Kba^nkft,  a  spoon,  369. 

KHAJST,  ooming  forth,  369  ;  German 

geflchehen,  384. 
Kkaltk,  fraud,  372. 
KHAN,  the  root,  to  dig,  224,  272, 

370,407,441,516. 
KHAN,  with  preposition  ni,  meaning 

of,  382. 
f  Aandas,  metre,  371. 
f  Aandogya  Upanishad,  48. 

KHAifG,  to  limp,  369. 
Khara,  thorn,  372. 
KHARD,  to  vomit,  372. 
KHARG^,  to  creep,  372. 
AAayi,  skin,  372, 
A'A&ja,  shadow,  371. 
KHID,  to  pre»8  down,  324,  369. 
KHI  and  JT/ZID,  361. 
KHID,  to  split,  373. 
KHVR,  to  scratch,  373. 
Khnra,  hoof,  razor,  366. 
£Aura,  lime,  373. 
KH YA,  to  tell,  403. 
Kielhom  on  Prakrit  words,  342  note. 
Kinetics,  290. 

Kingdoms  or  realms  of  nature,  96. 
KlRfandKiR,  353. 
KIT  and  JSTI,  353. 

Knowledge  impossible  without  indi- 
Tiduals  and  genera,  96. 

—  conditions  of,  135. 

—  transcendental  side  of  our,  135. 

—  Green  on  the  beginning  of,  521. 

—  k  priori  and  h  posteriori,  582. 

—  three  kinds  of,  588. 

—  derived   from  our  senses,   Mill's 

view,  596. 
/cofos,  seeing,  373. 
ic6icKv£f  cucdlus,  309. 
Kpaiwvuff  368. 
KRAM,  435. 

Mp^itfwoVf  from  icpds  and  94fj»ov,  185. 
Kpovos  B  kshaiia,  368. 
KRU  and  KRUDH,  352. 
Ks,  represented  in  Greek  by  itr  and 

icp,  368. 
KSHAD,  to  cut,  369. 
KSHAiV,  to  hurt,  370. 
Kshana  Bs  «p^»or,  368. 
KSHAP  and  KSHI,  351. 
K8HAP  and  KSHIP,  371. 

—  to  throw,  371. 
Kshapanyu,  insult,  371. 
KSHI,  to  rule,  c^fn;/r/>c<W,  368. 
Kshiprll,  quick,  Kpcunvos,  368. 
KSHUD,  to  crush,  371. 
Kvhupa,  shrub,  373. 
Kshura,  kshurikft,  razor,  373. 
Ku,  the  root,  310. 

—  roots     beginning    with,    express 

sound,  376. 


Ktr,  to  see,  373. 

KuSika,  dog,  311. 

«v8o(fto(,  Kvha^tiVy  to  abuse,  M.  H.  G» 

hiuzen,  311. 
Kuhn,  on  initial  s,  365. 
Kukauti,  cock's  cry,  310. 
Kukku^a,  cock,  310. 
Kukubha,  pheasant,  310. 
Kvita  and  k  oav^  311. 
Kumbhak&ra,  229. 
Kumbhiira,  229. 
KwiVj  xvfiaj  311. 
KUP,  to  shake  inwardly,  322. 
KURD,  to  spring,  372. 

L,  parallel  form  of  R,  in  Sanskrit,  348. 
La  Mettrie,  123.  284. 
Language  and  Thought  inseparable, 
30. 

—  or    catalogue     raisonn^    of    the 

notions  of  all  mankind,  34. 

—  indispensable    for    formation    of 

thought — Plato,  40. 

—  the  true    history  of  the  human 

mind,  83. 

—  its  true  autobiography,  83,  515. 

—  was  man  ever  without  ?  85. 

—  a  proprium  of  roan  only,  94,  169. 

—  another  name  for  reason,  1 14. 

—  keeps    man   and    beast  separate, 

114. 

—  Science  of,  156,  200,  210,  219,  270, 

297»  377»  433»  45^,  516,  596, 618. 

—  Schleicher  on,  164. 

—  materials  and  elements  of,  1 75. 

—  the  Rubicon,  177. 

—  Lectures  on  the  Science  of,  180, 

209,  240  note,  391. 

—  consonants  and  vowels  the  mate- 

rials, not  the  elements  of,  188. 

—  emotional  and  rational,  198. 

—  Grimm   and   Bopp   on  origin   of, 

208. 

—  not  made  by  historical  races,  214^ 

—  the  outside  of  the  mind,  215. 

—  pantomimic  phase  of,  241. 

—  as  subjective  nature,  291. 

—  the  philosophy  of,  the  true  philo- 

sophy of  mind,  292. 

—  has  created  reason,  299. 

—  nature  of,  551. 

—  begins  with  roots,  not  with  nouns 

or  verbs,  552. 

—  the  specific  difference  between  man 

and  animal,  163. 
Languages,  multiplicity  of,  59. 
La  Nauiette,  cave  of,  86. 
La  niiia  de  los  ojos,  the  pupil,  489. 
Lasco,  for  laxo,  367. 
Lazarus,  on  sounds  which  accompany 

occupations,  274. 
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Leibniz,  43,  139,  376,  279,  a8i,  283, 
294. 

—  symbolic  thought,  34. 
' —  his  Monads,  280. 

Lea  AnimauT  plus  que  machine,  1 23. 
L^vi,  on   sanskritising  vulgar,  apa- 

bhramsa,  and  PaifaAri  words,  344 

note. 
L'homnie  machine,  123. 
Life  an  isomeric  change,  109. 
Light  =  lung,  heavy  «  dting,  'king- 

cting=:  weight,  308. 
Light  tinge,  ray  of  light,  303. 
Lion,  Capt.  Head*8  guide,  8. 
Local  adverbs  before  declensions,  242. 
I'ocke,  21,  39,  41,  42,  60,  73,  77,  81, 

119, 123,  129,  133,  213,  263,  267, 

497,  506. 

—  complex  ideas,  20  note. 

—  simple  ideas,  20  note. 

—  on  general  ideas,  257* 

—  tabula  rasa  of,  283. 

—  on  the  true  nature  of  language, 

295- 

—  his  work  a  Critique  of  Language, 

295- 

—  abstract  and  general  terms  as  signs 

of  abstract  and    general  ideas, 

456. 
Logic  and  grammar,  549. 
Logos,  29,  75,  559. 
kSyos,  speech,  36. 

—  reason,  36. 
Loss  and  gain,  71. 
Lotze  on  evolution,  93. 
Lourdement,  lurid&  mente,  231. 
Lucretius,  175. 

Ludwig,  on  suffixes,  223,  228. 

—  his    new   school    of  Comparative 

Philology,  230,  236. 
Luna,  brilliant,  62. 

M,  roots  ending  in,  express  motion, 

.  375. 
MA,  to  measure,  231. 
Malebranche,  129,  278. 

—  and  Geulinx,  how  mind  can  know 

matter,  282. 
Man  and  beast  kept  separate  by  lan- 
guage, 114. 

—  the  name,  434. 

— *  to  animal,  transition  from,  503. 
-man,  -fuaVf  231. 
MAN,  231. 

—  to  measure,  231,  270,  434,  555. 
Man,  man ta,  mentum,  231. 
M&na,  fi€vos,  231. 

Mankind,  common  origin  of,  156. 
Mansel,  49,  267. 

Manu,  birds,  name  given  to  quad- 
rupeds in  Hervey  Islands,  53. 


Man-u-s(man)  and  man-u-te  (thinks), 

247,  270. 
MMf   MMD,  to  grind,   221,    245, 

3i4»  516,  567- 
Mifl,  root,  and  its  relatives,  363. 
MiRDH  and  M^,  352. 
MiB&andMift,  352. 
MMK,    MJRS,    UjRD,    UMDK, 

221. 
Martineau,  Dr.,  no. 

—  chasm   between  living  and    not- 

living,  108. 

—  his  modem  rendering  of  Descartes, 

278. 
M&ta-pitarau,  parents,  309. 
Material    to    immaterial,   transition 

from,  506. 
Materialism,  568,  570. 

—  a  grammatical  blunder,  571. 
Materials  and  elements,  187. 
of  language,  1 75. 

—  for  the  study  of  subjective  evolu- 

tion or  aesthetics,  390. 
Materies,  Latin,  wood,  386. 
Mathematics,  597. 
Matter,  the  permanent  possibility  of 

sensation,  248,  610. 

—  and  mind.  Mill  on,  348,  610. 

—  from  materies,  wood  of  a  tree,  567. 

—  meaning  of,  569. 

—  substance,  more  abstract  name  for, 

570. 

—  Newton  on,  614  note. 

—  cannot  think,  616. 
Mausoleum,  438. 
Maya  {fuo),  231. 

—  vaya,  yaya,  331. 

—  miya,  331. 
Mayer,  Kobert,  389. 
Meier,  Manual  of  Logic,  73. 
Memory,  74. 

—  and  mind,  30. 

—  what  is  ?  70. 
Menagerie  psychology,  5. 
M6n6,  measurer,  62. 
Mental  tubercle,  85. 

*  Mere  name,  a,'  34. 

Mere  words,  and  mere  thou^t,  51 5. 

Merely  verbal,  563. 

Metaphor,  4S5. 

—  fundamental,  339, 495. 

—  a  whole  stage  of  thought,  486. 

—  Dr.  Brinckman  on,  487,  499,  513. 

—  grammatical,  497. 

—  as  the  result  of  generalisation  and 

abstraction,  499. 
Metaphors,  radical  and  poetical,  486. 

—  Aristotle's  artificial,  488. 

—  incarnate,  489. 

—  oldest  division  of,  dates  from  Aris- 

totle, 491. 
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Metaphors,  Cicero  on,  493. 

—  poetical,  50a. 

—  become  incarnate,  513. 
Metaphyucs,  a  disease  of  language, 

216. 
Metonymy,  493. 
MI,  to  establish,  231. 
Middle  voice  more  primitive  than  the 

active  voice,  325. 
Mill,  John  Stuart,  33,  34,  37,  49,  69, 

78,  146,  255,  430,  459,  469,  527 

note,  535,  537,  584. 

—  on  animals,  12,  13. 

*  —  on  animal  experience,  13. 

—  on  reasoning  without  words,  31. 

—  and  Hamilton,  46. 

—  on  matter  as  the  permanent  possi- 

bility of  sensation,  69,  610. 

—  on  the  distinction  between  words, 

77. 

—  on  Darwin,  91. 

—  on  the  Origin  of  Species,  95. 

—  an  antidiluvian  philosopher,  1 24. 

—  on  Berkeley,  131. 

—  andH.  Spencer,  difference  between, 

146. 

—  on  language,  169. 

—  on  matter  and  mind,  248,  569. 

—  on  abstraction,  454. 

—  treats  adjectives  as  concrete,  463. 

—  names  of  qualities  and  substances 

stand  for  the  same  sets  of  facts, 
469. 

—  abstoact  names  the  names  of  attri- 

buten,  528  note. 

—  on  Hobbes'  definition  of  a  proposi- 

tion, 535. 

—  and  Whewell,  583. 

—  all  knowledge  derived   from  the 

senses,  596. 

—  on  empty  space,  614. 
Mill*8  rational  elephant,  163. 

—  terminology,  467. 

—  objections  to  Whewell,  585. 

—  attack  on  the  word  inconceivable, 

585- 

—  repetition  of  experience,  588. 

—  facts,  589. 

—  categories,  605. 

—  transcendent  views,  607. 
Min,  in  rtg-min,  231. 
Mind,  20. 

—  growth  of,  64,  83. 

—  the  working  going  on  within,  64. 

—  memory,  reason,  no  such  things 

as,  69. 

—  and  nature,  parallelism  between 

the  study  of,  84. 

—  the  permanent  possibility  of  fee- 

ing, 248,  610. 

—  a  succession  of  feelings,  250. 


Mind,  the  philosophy  of  language  the 
true  philosophy  of,  292. 

—  simplicity  of,  558. 
MING,  root,  344. 
Mish  and  mil,  379  note. 
MLVK  and  MLUP,  360. 
Mobius,  Dr.,  on  the  pike,  10,  11. 
Modification  of  roots,  3 1 8. 
Mollusc,  mere  mass  of  pulp,  15. 
Mona,  the,  of  Noir^,  281. 
Monads  of  Leibniz,  280. 

—  created  by  one  Monad,  280. 

—  or  Mona,  280,  281,  285. 
Moneres,  155,  187. 
Moneta,  miinze,  512. 
Monooeron,  tailed  ape,  115. 
Monogenetic  and  Pdygenetic  Theory, 

155- 
Monogony  as  opposed  to  Polygeny, 

X04. 
Monon  or  Ego,  65, 67,  87,  285,  288. 

—  sufficiency  of  a  self-conscious,  67, 

559»  561. 

—  and  its  attributes,  286. 

Motion   as  a  sign  of  understanding, 

496. 
Moutons,  small  waves,  487. 
Murray,  Dr.,  and  the  nine  roots  of 

the  English  language,  376. 
Musket,  derivation  of,  409. 
Mythological    Language    inevitable, 

lOI. 

Mythology,  a  disease   of  language, 
216. 

—  the  history  of  philosophy,  a  battle 

against,  217. 

—  birth  of,  328. 

—  true  key  to,  328. 

—  a  small  remnant  of  an  universal 

phase  of  thought,  328. 

N,  the  letter,  and  the  concept  of  ne- 
gation, 192. 
N,  roots  ending  in,   express  sound, 

375- 
NAD,  vibration,  391. 

—  connected  with  NID,  blame,  391. 
Nada,  river,  from  NAD,  392. 
NADH,  to   beg,  to    be   straitened, 

355  note. 
NAH  and  AmH,  347,  354  note. 
NAH  (nabh),  the  root,  to  tie,  to  bind, 

411. 
Naif,  nativns,  55. 
NAM,  bending,  391. 
Namardpa,  84. 

—  names  and  forms,  573. 
Name,  81. 

—  of  God,  281. 

—  to,  that  is  to  know,  302. 

—  every,  general  and  abstract,  454. 
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Names  (Namen),  2. 

—  not  the  sigziB  of  things,  but  of  con- 

cepts. 77. 

—  cannot  be  framed  without  concepts, 

273. 

—  of  oolonrs,  302. 

—  of  sounds,  305. 

—  of  ta8te9,  305. 

—  of  qualit'es  and  substances,  stand 

for  the  same  sets  of  facts,  469. 

—  how  they  were  first  fixed,  520. 

—  formation  of,  523. 

—  by  themtselves  are  nothing,  563. 

—  we  know  in,  591. 

—  imply  more  than  one  attribute,  591. 

—  depend  on  essential  attributes,  591. 
Naming,  20. 

—  impossible  without  radical  concepts, 

436. 
N&n,  Persian,  bread,  383  note. 

NiRT,  to  dance,  336. 

NA/Sand  AiS,  347. 

Nasalised  roots,  347. 

NAT*,  to  dance,  336. 

Nature,  evolution  of,  83. 

—  impossible  without  Genera,  100. 

—  smaller  lines  of,  103. 

—  broad  lines  of,  103. 
Natural  Selection,  98,  loo. 

—  Huxley  on,  113. 

Natural  sounds  difficult  to  render  by 

articulate  wordei,  1 89. 
Necessary  knowledge,  588. 
Nemi,  felly  of  a  wheel,  392. 
Nervous  action,  parallel*  not  identical, 

with  conficiousness,  215. 
Ness,  the  suffix,  254,  464. 
Neuter  verbs  used  as  active,  324. 

—  gender,  533. 
Neutral,  I  shake,  326,  330. 
New  objects,  how  named,  52. 
Newton,  un  matter,  6  >  4  note. 
NID,to  blame,  from  NAD,  to  vibrate, 

,591. 
Nightingale,  song  of,  195. 
Nihil  est  in  intellectu  quod  non  simul 

sit  in  sensu,  21,  22. 
Nihil  est  in  sensu  quod  non  fuerit  in 

intellectu,  141. 
Nihil  est  sine  ratione  cur  potius  sit 

quam  non  sit,  601. 
Nirukta,  the,  334. 
Nishka  or  niA-shka  ?  564  note. 
Niss,  the  derivative,  464. 
No,  meaning  yes,  192. 
Noir^,  212,  278,  281,  283,  287,  289, 

294,  3C2,  306,  320,  32.S  note,  495. 

—  on  Geiger  s  views  uf  reason,  87. 

—  agrees  and  disagrees  with  Spinoza, 

279. 

—  adopte  Leibniz*  Monads,  281. 


Noir^,  no  sensation  without  motion, 

no  motion  without  sensation,  286. 

Noir^'s  theory  of  the  origin  of  roots, 

a73»  55». 

—  philosophy,  275. 

—  previous  view  of  language,  295. 

—  explanation   of   the  simultaneous 

orinn  of  roots  and  concepts,  300. 

—  Works,  300. 

—  theory,  sounds  used  in  social  acts 

become  roots,  306. 

objections  to,  302. 

No-men  and  no-tio,  35. 

Nomina  agentis,  express  future,  228. 

—  or  notae  rerum,  not  in  res — our 

mental  property  consists  in,  591. 
Nominal  attributes,  595. 
Nominal,  the  highest  form  of   our 

knowledge,  606. 
Non-Ego,  or  Ding  an  sich,  286. 
Notio  and  nomen,  49,  515. 
Notion,  as  used  by  Berkeley,  454. 
Notions,    Berkeley's,    are    universal 

ideas,  260. 
Noun,  every,  a  general  term,  445. 
Nouns,   all,    originally    synthetical, 

523. 
Nous,  or  reason,  100. 

Number,  the  wisest  of  all  things,  167. 

Nursery  psychology,  dangers  of,  22, 

519- 

Oak,  the  name,  436. 
Objective  evolution,  289. 

—  roots,  four  classes,  330. 
Obliviscence,  20. 
Obs-olesco,  to  decay,  400. 

—  not  ob-solesco,  400  note. 
Odysseus,  dog  of,  7,  8. 
ocSa,  I  have  seen,  609. 
oXiirfy  a  song  or  lay,  395. 
clitii^tiv,  from  oiftoi,  309. 
oiToSy  fate,  395. 

Oken  and  Sclielling,  danger  of  their 
views,  93. 

—  <  was  tont,  gibt  seinen  Geist  kund,' 

211  note. 
Onomatopoiia,  true  meaning  of,  196. 

—  Kant  avoids  it,  196. 

—  mischief  to  scholarship  from,  203. 
Onomatopceic  roots,  317. 
Onslaught,  314. 

Ontological  k  priori,  136. 
Orang-Outang,  87  note. 
Orationale,  42. 
Ori^n  of  Spec'es,  Mill's  view,  95. 

—  of  Language,  Grimm  and  £opp*s 

views,  208. 
why  avoided  by  the    author, 

209. 
rather  origin  of  roots,  245* 
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Origin  6{  our  category  of  Bubstuice, 
249. 

—  of  Boots,  Noipd's  theory,  273. 

—  of  Speciei,  Darwin's,  rauier  the  abo- 

lition of,  575,  577. 
Original  concepts,  121,  405. 

—  predication,  439. 
Owl,  names  for,  193. 

—  shout  of,  193. 

Pad&rtha^  meaning  of  the  word,  36. 
Palaeontology  of  the  human  mind, 

524- 
P&li,  standard  of,  34a. 

—  and  other   Piikrit  dialects,   342 

note. 
Palladia,  roots  as,  209. 
Paaini,  date  of,  333. 

—  unnecessary  roots  in,  317,  336, 339. 
PAmni*B  Dhfttupi^Aa,  317,  334,  341, 

377,381,417. 

—  roots,  346. 

Pantomimic  phase  of  language,  241. 

Pardonner,  184. 

VMnK,  ihe  root,  410. 

Parler  eufantin,  23,  23  note. 

Part  to  whole,  transition  from,  511. 

Partes  Orationis,  430. 

Particular  ideas  become  general  by 

having  a  word  attached  to  them, 

259.  260. 
Partitive  terms,  450. 
PA^,  root,  to  bind,  413,  552. 

—  its  wonderful  variety,  414-416. 
Passive  verbs,  325. 

—  I  shake,  326,  330. 
PAT,  312,  314. 
Pat-aka,  pat-akam,  313. 
Pat-ala,  313. 
PaUSi/ali,  337,  338. 
Pat-ati,  313. 

Pat-atram,  pat-tram,  313. 
Pat-a-s,  pAt-as,  313. 
Pecorelle,  small  waves,  487. 
Peculiar,  meaning  of,  1 70. 
Pen,  314. 

Penna,  feather,  313. 
Penser  c'est  Mntir,  21,  119,  2S4. 
wfMOtrf/iipoy,  factitious  word,  197  note. 
Percept,  19,  559. 

—  instead  of  presentation,  2  note. 
Perception,  or  presentation  (Vorstel- 

lung),  19,  20. 
Percepts  (Yorstellungen),  2. 

—  can  they  exiist  by  themselves  7  22. 

—  inseparable  from  concepts,  25. 

—  of  animalB,  26. 

—  by  themselves  are  nothing,  563. 

—  concepts,  and  names  together  are 

knowledge,  563. 
Personal  Creator,  98,  102. 


Personification,  329,  330. 

Petition,' 3]  4. 

Peto,  &Uing  on,  313. 

vcro/ACU,  etc.,  313. 

Petulance,  314. 

PHEK.  derivatives  of,  525. 

Philolooy  and  biology,  coincidences 

and  differences  Mtween,  188. 
Philosophers,  who  may  be  called! 

612. 
Philosophical  terms,  abundance  of,  1 7. 
Philosophy,  a  battle  with  mythology, 

217. 

—  the  word,  612. 

—  KrkenntnisS'theorie,  613. 

—  of  language,  the  true  philosophy 

of  mind,  292. 

—  deals  with  language,  550. 
Phonetic  cells,  182. 

—  totem,  296. 

—  compromise,  307,  308. 

—  change,  successive,  353,  359. 

—  generalisation,  362. 

—  illusion,  367. 
Phdr,  thief,  525. 
Phor-eds,  a  carrier,  525. 
Pig,  the  name,  434. 
Pigeons,  sense  of  sight,  9. 
Pike,  lessons  taught  to  a,  10,  II. 
Pinnacle,  314. 

Pithecanthropus,  or  ape-man,  115. 
PtY,  to  hate,  Gothic  fijan,  204. 
wKdaios  in  9iwkdaiot,  226. 
Plasmogony,  187  note. 

Plato,  119,  124,  190,  337. 

—  language  indin>ensable  for  forma- 

tion of  thought,  40. 

—  on  words,  175. 
Plecto,  226. 

Plex,  radical  meaning  of,  226. 
Plough,  called  pig,  489. 

—  the  sea,  to,  491. 
Poetical  metaphors,  486. 
Poetry  and  argument,  557. 
irot^vatrw,  pupphusa,  204,  205. 
ir6\,€/ios  war^p  96yro»,  290. 
woKtwmtfiov,  thing,  531. 
Polygenetic  and  Monogenetic  Schools 

182. 
Polygeny  upheld  by  Darwin,  104. 
Polyonyma  and  Homonyma,  61. 
Possible  knowledge,  588. 
Possibility,  nature  of  the  word,  24R. 
Post  hoc  and  propter  hoc,  602. 

—  becomes  propter  hoc,  443. 
Post-Kantian  philosophers  in    Ger- 
many, 144. 

irora/i^,  river,  313. 
v6t/ios,  fate,  313. 
Pott,  377. 

—  on  roots,  350. 
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PRA,  root,   to  blow,  to  let  forth, 

486. 
Praedicamenta  and  genera,  425. 
Praepet,  quickly  flying,  313. 
Pr&krit,  phonetic  havoc  in,  343. 
Prantl,  Professor,  on  time-sense,  66. 

—  Geschichte  der  Logik,  274. 
Praff-na,  368. 
Prati«&khyas,  the,  334. 
Predication,  purpose  of,  531. 
Predicative  and  demonstrative  roots 

217. 

—  roots,  256. 

'  Pre-established  harmony  *  of  Leib- 
niz* Monads,  280,  281. 
Prepositions,  483,  528. 

—  influence  of,  382. 
Presentation,  or  perception,  19. 
Presentations,  260. 
vpfffTT^Pf  a  storm,  486. 
9pif$w,  to  bum,  486. 
Primeval  ancestor,  98. 
Primitive  Aryan  roots,  220. 
Primordial  Moneres  of  Haeckel,  182. 
vpoji^d,  day  before  yesterday,  227. 
Prdles,  chUdren,  399. 

Proper  names  once  significant,  446. 
Propositions,  singular,  dual,  plural, 
and  universal,  531,  532. 

—  particular,  532. 

—  as  defined  by  Hobbes,  534. 

—  synthetical   and   analytical,   538, 

588. 

—  tautological,  541. 

—  and  judgments,  529. 
Proprinm  or  accident?  541. 
Prosimia,  half^pe,  115. 
Protogenes  of  Haeckel,  109, 1 10. 
Prov^j  from  O.  Fr.  prover,  556. 
Pseudoe,  aldthinon,  149. 
Psychologists  ought  to  study  mind 

in  language,  212. 
vr6\ts  for  iroAw,  370. 
vTwaiif  fall,  311. 
Pupil,  of  the  eye,  489. 
Purftna,  old  traditions,  339. 
Ptlrvedyus,  227. 
PuvQffel,  owl,  193. 
PtiY,  to  stink,  pus,  puteo,  204,  205, 

207. 
Pythagoras,  167. 

Qualitates  occultae,  88. 

Qualities,  names  of,  become  powers, 

gods,  and  goddesses,  481. 
Querquedula,  duck,  193. 
Quintilian*s  brevior  similitude,  492. 
—  two  kinds  of  trope,  492. 

B,  the  litera  canina,  195. 
Radical  period,  317,  420. 


Radical,   agglutinative    and    infleo- 
tional  periods,  333. 

—  vowel,  nasalisation  of,  356. 

—  concept,  naming  impossible  with- 

out, 436. 

—  metaphors,  486. 
"RAK,  to  make,  385. 
RAM  6  and  LAMB,  348. 
RAmH  and  LANGH,  348. 
P&rruv,  to  twist,  385. 
Rational  synthesis,  244. 
Rationalis    and   rationabilis,   differ- 
ence between,  87. 

Noird  on,  87. 

Kant  on,  87  note. 

Raynal,  Abb^,  on  savages,  496. 
Realists  and   nominalists,   41,   129, 

357- 
Reason,  sense  better  than,  7. 

—  anixnals  not  guided  by,  1 2. 

—  (Vernunft),  19. 

—  Geiger  on,  86. 

—  versus  chance,  98. 

—  language     another     name     for, 

114. 

—  and  language,  growth  of,  coral- 

like, 299. 
each  by  itself  is  a  non-entity, 

300. 
Reddo,  184. 
Reduplicated  perfect,  the  expression 

of  time  past,  228. 
second   person    plural,  at  the 

time  of  Pafiini,  obsolete  by  the 

time  of  Pataiiyali,  338. 
Reduplication,    with    loss    of   final 

vowel,  356. 

—  with  contraction,  356. 
Reftito,  futilis,  fons,  205. 
Reid,  on  motion,  496. 
Reimarus' Yemunftlehre,  *J2, 122. 
Remembrance  and  memory,  20. 
Renan,  £tudes  d*histoire  religieuse, 

47- 

—  on  Comte,  144  note. 

Rente,  rentier,  184. 

Repeated  acts,  as  scraping,  etc.,  219. 

Representations,  260. 

Repudiare,  205. 

Residua,  the,  180. 

Respecialisation,  393. 

rt  and  rl.  354. 

Rights,  rectum,  556. 

RINKH  and  RIl^G,  360. 
Rishis  or  seers,  166. 
i?iti,  way,  manner,  398. 
i^itu,  season,  398. 

Root,  character  of  a,  embodied  in  the 
initial,  not  the  final  part,  376. 

—  something  real,  421. 
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Roots,  as  bftrrien  between  the  obaos 
and  the  kosmoe  of  speech,  174. 

—  nltimate  elements  in  Science  of 

Language,  181. 

—  andoellii,  181. 

—  phonetic  cells,  181. 

—  identical    in    form,    different   in 

power,  1 8a. 

—  what  the  J  are  not,  189. 

—  definite  in  sound,  general  in  mean- 

ing, 189. 

—  ultimate  facts  in  Science  of  Lan- 

guage, not  in  science  of  thought, 
207. 

—  as  indiscemibilia,  309. 

—  as  Palladia,  209. 

—  what  is  the  origin  of?  aio. 

—  850  in  Sanskrit,  a  10. 

—  461  Aryan,  210. 

—  are  they  words?  218. 

—  Indian     grammarians     maintain 

they  never  can  be  words,  218. 

—  Aryan,  219. 

—  express  concepts,  219. 

—  in  Chinese,  241. 

—  how  they  became    nominal  and 

verbal  bases,  241. 

—  reduplicated,  to  express  duration, 

243. 

—  origin  of,  245. 

—  the  real  materials  of  word«,  not 

mere  fancies,  272. 

—  express  acts,  272. 

—  expressive  of  sound,  306,  307. 

—  growth  of,  316. 

—  onomatopceic,  317* 

—  further  modification  of,  318. 

—  intransitive  and  transitive,  319. 

—  for  passive  purposes,  325. 

—  four  classes  of  objective,  330. 

—  of  Aryan  languages,  331. 

—  Pott  requires  1000  for  a  language, 

333- 

—  Tick  reduces  this,  332. 

—  unnecessary,  336. 

—  and  verbs,  some  found  in  Pamni, 

belonged  to  various  localities,  339. 

—  nasalisMl,  347. 

~  with  initial  S,  347. 

—  variation  of,  350. 

—  Pott  on,  350. 

—  Benfey  and  Curtius  on,  351. 

—  residuum  of  real,  374. 

—  paxallel  varieties,  374. 

—  ending  in  m,  express  motion,  375. 
n,  express  sound,  375. 

—  number  of  authenticated,  377. 

—  unauthenticated,  377. 

—  meaning  of,  381. 

—  generalisation   and   specialisation 

of,  38a. 


Roots  with  two  opposite  meanings, 

391- 

—  homophonous,  391,  396. 

—  classification  of  Sanskrit,  403. 

—  order  of,  403. 

—  total  number  for  English,  417. 

—  or  concepts,  475. 

—  used  cat^orically,  477. 

—  multiplied  with  categories,  479. 

—  about  800  to  explain  the  largest 

dictionary,  551. 

—  not  nouns  and  verbs,  the  begin- 

ning of  language,  552. 
RUG  and  RU,  352. 

S,  final,  added  (desiderative),  356. 

Sacer-dde,  184. 

Sa-dyas,  at  once,  227. 

SAS:  and  SAP,  360. 

SAK,  to  cut,  secare,  373. 

Sa-kn't,  once,  227. 

Sama-veda,  thousand  modifications  of 

the,  339. 
Suml,  work,  famyati,  to  tire^  325. 
SAN,  the  root,  232. 
Sanskrit  grammar,  formal  elements 

of,  once  purely  predicative,  231. 

—  roots,  number  of,  210.  332. 
classification  of,  369. 

450   authenticated,,  traced    in 

other  Aryan  languages,  37^. 
SiR,  to  run,  233. 
SarvAvat  (sabbavH,  Pali),  343. 
Satumia  Pavonia  minor,  grub  of,  13. 
Saussure  on  analysis  of  words,  336, 

337. 
Savages  without  abstract  terms,  are 

there  any  ?  437. 

Savas,  corpse,  used  among  the  Aryas, 

341-   • 
fi^avati,  to  go,  only  occurs  among  the 

Kambctyas,  341. 
Scaddn,  O.  H.G.  schaden,  370. 
Scalpo  and  sculpo,  373. 
Soamnum,  bench  ,371. 
Scando,  descendo,  371. 
Scar,  37a. 
Sceltf,  A.S.,373. 
Scelus,  37  a. 
Sceptic,  61  a. 

Schaffen,  its  original  meaning,  385. 
ffX^i  to  slit,  372. 
Schelling,  45. 
Schemata,  141. 
Schenken,  to  give,  393. 
Schenen,  to  jump,  M.  H.  G.,  scher- 

lare,  Ital.,  37a. 
Sohimpf  and  Schampf,  371. 
Schleicher,  164,  237. 
Schleiermacher,  45. 
Scholastic  philosophy,  40. 
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Sohon,  sdhSn,  509. 
SohopenliAuer,  27,  46,  376,  476. 

—  on  Kant's  view  of  caoBality,  149. 

—  on  anlmalfl,  177. 

—  on  the  name  of  Gk>d,  283. 

—  his  adyanoe  on  Kant,  385. 

—  hit  views  on  evolntion,  289. 

—  comparison  of  terms  to  the  ground 

floor  and  finrt  floor,  480. 

—  his  nse  of  the  word  Will,  61 1. 
Schopfer,  creator,  385. 

Sdenoe  only  a  well-made  language, 

34. 
Sdenoe  of  Language,  156,  200,  210, 

219,  270,  297,  377»433f  456, 516, 
618. 
Science  of  Thought,  230,  271,  377, 

418,  514.  56i»  577.  &5»  618. 
roots  not  ultimate  facts  in 

the,  207. 
Scindo,  373. 
Sdo,  to  know,  373  note. 
Scutum,  diield,  373. 
SoyUa,  a  dog,  311. 
Sec-are,  Latin,  357. 
Secare,  SAK,  373. 
Secondary  Aryan  roots,  2ao. 
Self,  the,  64,  550,  611. 
Sensation,  19,  20. 

—  fundamental  character  of,  21. 

—  perception  and  conception,  antici- 

pation of  the  inseparableness  of, 

28. 
-^  arises  from  conscious  reaction,  287. 
Sensations  (Empfindungen),  2,  65. 

—  can  they  exist  by  themselves  ?  3. 
Sense  better  than  reason,  7. 
Sensuous    perception^     thought    the 

decay  of,  119. 

—  intuition,  forms  of,  136,  137. 

—  not  conceptual  roots,  22i.r 
Sentence,  the,  existed  before  single 

words,  246. 

—  every  word  originally  a,  245. 

—  every  word  once  a,  440. 
Serpents,  the  name,  437. 
Seven  islands  of  the  earth,  339. 
Shake,  I,  active,  322,  326,  330. 

neutral,  326,  330. 

passive,  326,  330. 

active  transitive,  326,  330. 

Shapes  385. 
Sharp,  372. 

—  is  cutting,  305. 
Shears,  372. 

Ship,  in  friendship,  385. 

Sh^Alv,  to  spue,  Gothic  speiva,  Lat. 

spno,  pitu-ita,  204. 
SI,  root,  to  bind,  412. 
Sign  to  what  is  signified,  transition 

from  the,  51a 


Signs,  other,  besides  words,  5k. 

—  of  consciousness  of  repeated  acts, 

301. 
Significative  suffixes,  225. 
Signify,  nearly  the  same  as  denote, 

474- 
Simple  ideas,  260. 

Locke,  20  note. 

—  and  complex  roots,  219. 
Simplex,  226. 

Single  words,  the  sentence  existed 

before,  246. 
Singular,  concrete,  and   denotative, 

47a. 
iSlsh^B,  the,  338. 
StV  (syft),  root,  to  sew,  412. 
SK,  posmble  varieties  of  an  original, 

367. 
Sk,  roots  beginning  with,  appear  ai 

kh  in  Sanskrit,  366. 
Skadus,  Goth.,  shade,  370. 
Skaga,  O.  N.,  to  jut  out,  369. 
SKAM.  and  KAM,  361,  373. 
SKAmBH,  to  rest,  371. 
SKAmBH  and  STAmBH,  iSRAmBH 

and  RAmBH,  361. 
SKAND,  tojump.  371. 
SJSTAND  and  JTAND,  373. 
ffxiwrw,  to  dig,  370. 
SKJR  or  KM,  to  do,  372. 
SK.^,  connected  with  KM,  386. 
SK^  to  pour  out,  372. 
SSLARD,  to  shine,  to  break,  to  vomit, 

tojump,  401. 
SKMF,  to  cut,  372. 
Skata,  hollow,  Zend,  372. 
Skatts,  Groth.,  piece  of  money,  370. 
trxdCot  for  skag-yo,  369.     * 

—  to  tear,  370. 
aict9d(aaf  to  scatter,  370. 
ffmjwrdif  thunderbolt,  371. 
ainfrrpov,  staff,  371. 
SKHAL,  to  tremble,  372. 
triad,  shadow,  372. 

aiad,  ukAtos,  root  SKA,  370. 

oKlipa  and  ^1^,  steel  of  a  plane,  367. 

ffMinrrcj,  to  scoff,  371, 

SKU,  to  cover,  373. 

aicvka^,  atevfiMos,  barking  dog,  311. 

aKvXXowvucTTfs  ss  iet»9a^ipf  31 1. 

SKUND,  to  jump,  371. 

8KXJT  and  KYVT,  361. 

8KTJT  and  KXTT,  373. 

Sky,  originally  cloud,  373. 

Skyfia,  skyCati,  to  bark,  31 1. 

Slavic,  1605  radicals,  332. 

Smaller  lines  of  nature,  ^03. 

SMiR  and  ^M,  347. 

Snu,  suffix,  232. 

—  from  san,  232. 
Soe,  share,  hwoh,  490. 
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Soft,  mollis,  566. 

Sonant  aipirates,  365. 

Sophistes,  the  title,  612. 

cwp&s,  wiroly,  443. 

Soul  of  Man,  Wandt*H  Lectures  on, 

132. 

SonndB,  names  of,  305. 
Space,  Time,  and  Cause,  65. 

—  and  Time,  136. 

Kant  on  intuitions  of,  148. 

Space-sense,  66. 
Spanish  proverbs,  501. 

Haller*s  work  on,  501  note. 

SP-aiDH  and  SPi»,  352. 
Speaking  in  the  stomach,  57. 
Special  meaning  original,  383. 
Species,  111,574,579. 

—  the  term  to  be  discarded,  96. 

—  subgenus  better  than,  97. 

—  and  genera,  Chamisso  on,  168. 

—  is  a  myth,  574. 

—  all   produced  by  special  acts  of 

creation,  576. 

—  and   well-marked  varieties,   only 

distinction  between,  576. 

—  Akrtti,  578. 

—  is  man  a  f  579. 

Speech,  or  universal  signs,  without  it 
no  abstraction,  262. 

—  true  nativity  of,  315. 
Speijer,  320. 

Spencer,  Herbert,  146,  215. 

opposed  to  Dr.  Martineau,.  108. 

his  objections  to  Kant's  view, 

»37- 
compromise  between  conceiv- 

able  and  inconceivable,  586. 

ffipaXXeo,  Sk.  SPHAL,  372. 

Spheres  of  meaning,  407. 

Spinoaa,  276,  279,  292,  377. 

—  '  aurait  raison,  s  il  n'y  avait  pas 

de  monades,'  281. 

—  and  the  word  pomum,  293. 
Spiritualism,  572. 

—  as  untenable  as  materialism,  573. 
Sprache  andStembilder,  Jean  Paul's, 

27  note. 
iSBU,  to  hear,  in  Big-veda  in  sense 

of  shaking,  325. 
STA,  to  stand,  555. 
STAmBH,  to  prop,  371. 
Stammbegriffe  des  Verstandes,  425. 

SThI  and  STHA,  355. 
Strong,  to  be,  386. 
STU  and  STUBH,  360. 
Stuff  (Stoff),  569,  570. 
SU,  swelling,  311. 
Subgenera  (species),  99. 
Subgenus,  better  than  species,  97. 
Subjective  evolution,  287. 

—  states,  321. 


Subjectivism,  330. 

Substance  and   quality,  Hume   on, 

140. 
Substance,  different  from  its   attri- 
butes, 448. 

—  more  abstract  name  for  matter, 

570. 

Substances,  not  agencies,  498. 

Substantial  things,  all  names  of, 
concrete,  460. 

Substantives  can  be  used  like  adjec- 
tives, 442. 

Subtle,  Lat.  subtilis,  494. 

Subtract  and  Abstract  Terms,  466, 
467.^ 

Suffix  TATI,  248. 

Suffixes  raising  roots  to  words,  218. 

—  prefixes,  and  infixes,  222. 

—  Ludwig  on,  223,  228. 

—  significative,  225. 

—  some  are  predicative  roots,  233. 
Summum  genus  of  going,  316. 
awifmf/Mif  things,  531. 
Superhuman  power  needed  to  impose 

words  on  things,  175. 
Survival  of  the  fittest,  98,  xoo. 
SVAK,  to  shine  and  to  sound,  401. 
Svi,  transition  into  bhi,  236. 
Sweet,^   consists    of   su,    well,  AD,- 

smell,  305  note. 

—  good'smelling,  305. 

—  oldest  compound  in  Aryan  lan-^ 

guage,  305  note. 
Sweetness,  redness,  etc.-  a  cause,  24. 
Swift  and  Berkeley,  131. 
Syllogism,  545. 
Syllogisms,  518. 

—  tautological,  541. 
Symbolic  thought  of  Leibnii,  35. 
S3rmpathic  roots,  311. 
Synecdoche,  the,  492. 
Synonyma  and  Polyonyma,  530. 
Synthesis  of  recognition,  19; 
Synthetical  and  analytical  proposi- 
tions, 328; 


T,  final,  in  KTT  by  the  side  of  KJ, 

353- 

—  in  DYTJT  by  the  side  of  DYU, 

353.. 

—  in  KlRT  by  the  side  of  K^, 

353- 
Ta,  tan,  221. 

Tabula  rasa,  133, 135- 
Tabula  rasa,  the  mind  of  man  a,  1*26'. 
Taine,  'De  Vlntelligence,'  250  note. 
TAKSH  and  TVAKSH,  to  make, 

384- 
Tamas,  darkness,  508. 

TAN,  to  stretch,  232. 
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Tan,  tatis,  Uti,  from,  232. 
Ti4i,  to  cro88,  22*5. 
Tara,  suffix,  225. 
Tasmanian  Dialects,  438  note. 
Tastes,  names  of,  305. 

TATI,  the  suffix,  248. 
Tatpurusha  compound,  225. 
Taugen,  connected  wiUi  duh,  to  milk, 

505. 
Tantolo^cal  propositions,  541. 

—  syllogisms,  54 1. 
rix^t  lurt  in  general,  385. 

ritervyf  represents  the  stone-mason, 

etc.,  385. 
rikot,  114. 

Temere,  at  random,  508^ 
Terminations,  233. 

—  personal  in  Suiskrit,  233. 

—  in  Ugric  languages,  234. 
Terminology  used  by  author,  20. 
Terms,  abstract  originally  the  sami.' 

as  general,  456. 

—  abstract  derived  from  adjectives, 

464. 

—  subtract  and  abstract,  466. 

—  abstract  of  the  first  and  second 

degree,  467. 

—  connotative  and  denotative,  471. 
•r-  intension  and  extension  of,  472. 
Tertiary  Aryan  roots,  220. 

Testa,  a  bride,  509. 
Tdte,  testa,  509. 
Teutonic  family,  462. 

—  strong  verbs  in  the,  332. 
Thales,  121,  217. 

Thas,  termination  of  second  person 
plural,  originally  tva-tvi,  254. 

Bav/uiy  wonder,  0€dofuUf  322. 

Bfdo/uu,  to  shiJce,  to  wonder,  322. 

Theology,  true  key  to,  328. 

6«$s,  not  from  the  same  root  as  deus, 
203. 

Things  are  thinks — Dr.  Lewins,  562. 

Thomson,  Laws  of  Thought,  37. 

Thought,  meaning  of,  i . 

—  materials  of,  2. 

—  impossible  without   simultaneous 

working  of  sensations,  percepts, 
concepts,  and  names,  3. 

—  attention,  the  dawn  of,  4. 

—  is  it  possible  or  impossible  without 

lanflTuage?  31. 

Mill,  31 ;  Greeks,  36  ;  Hindus, 

36 ;  Whately,  36 ;  Thomson,  37  ; 
Jevons,  37 ;  Fowler,  37  ;  T.  H. 
Green,  38 ;  Lotze,  38 ;  Locke, 
39 ;  Abelard,  40  ;  Plato,  40 ; 
Hobbes,  42  ;  Berkeley,  42  ; 
Hume,  43 ;  Kant,  43 ;  Hamann, 
43 ;  Herder,  44 ;  ScUeiermacher, 
45  ;    W.    von    Humboldt,    45  ; 


Schelling,  45 ;  Hegel,  45  ;  Scho- 
penhauer, 46 ;  MiU  and  Hamil- 
ton, 46 ;  Mansel,  49. 
Thought  in  general,  names  for,  64. 

—  the  decay  of  sensuous  perception, 

119. 

—  not  separable  from  language,  257, 

.  549- 

—  i.  e.  language,  did  not  proceed  from 

the  concrete  to  the  abstract,  but 
vice  versa,  433. 

—  a  simple  piece  of  work,  516. 

—  Science  of,   239,   271,   377,   418, 

5H»  561,  57^1  605,  618. 

roots  not  ultimate  fiusts  in  the, 

207. 

—  always  phenomenal,  549. 

—  always  clothed  in  words,  549. 

—  simplicity  of,  557. 
Thrush  says  sir-sir,  1 92. 
$vfi6st  what  is  shaking,  322. 

9v0  andrv^,  351.  r 

Hme-sense  and  space-sense,  66. 

Times'  article  analysed,  555. 

Tintoretto's  pictures,  359. 

Tiria,  trans,  225. 

Title,  titulus,  555. 

Tna,  232. 

Tnu,  habit,  custom,  ability,  suffix  to 

express,  232. 
To  know,  to  teach,  185. 
Trado,  184. 
Trahir,  184. 
Trame,   frt)m     Latin    trama,    weft, 

494. 
Transcendental  side  of  our  knowledge, 

135. 
Transition  from  inorganic  to  organic, 

107. 

—  man  to  animal,  503. 

—  animal  to  man,  504. 

—  material  to  immaterial,  506. 

—  immaterial  to  material,  510. 

—  the  sign  to  what  is  signified,  510. 

—  cause  to  effect,  51 1. 

—  effect  to  cause,  511. 

—  part  to  whole,  511. 

—  one  to  another  of  things  generally 

associated,  512. 
TRAP  and  TRAS,  360. 
Treason,  184. 

Tree,  drn,  from  "DJR^  to  tear  off,  386. 
Triangle,  a  general  term,  267. 
Tribhu^,  tl^efold,  226. 
Tripudiare,  205. 
Trope,  two  kinds  admitted  by  Quin- 

tilian,  492. 
Tropus,  492. 

Truths,  unconditional,  597. 
TUD,  TUG,  and  TUZ,  360. 
Tugendj  origin  of,  506. 
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Tu^  and  9v^,  351. 
Tw^K^Sf  rv^,  rwt>&yy  35 1. 
Tut  and  tvar,  go  bade  to  tar,  355. 
Turanian  languages,  338. 
TvaJt,  skin,  cut  off,  385. 
Tya,^,  to  leave,  351. 

tJ,  final,  changed  into  !▼,  359. 

A  and  u,  354. 

Ud-ak,  225. 

TJIrilraiS'tara,  crossing  what  is  high, 

225. 
vKfi,  wood,  386. 
XJldla,  193. 

Unconscious  cerebrisation,  17. 
Understanding,  19  (Ventand). 

—  categories  of  the,  138. 

—  wonder  gives  place  to,  245. 
Unhistorical  ohancter  of  Evolutionist 

Philosophy,  118. 
Universal  ideas,  called  by  Berkeley 

notions,  260. 
Unknown,  the,  168. 
Unmiw^ta,  opened,  345. 
Unnecessary  dogmatism,  154. 

—  roots  in  Pawini,  336,  337,  339. 
Unperceived  impressions,  17. 
Upanishads,  the,  339. 
Urschleim,  the,  no,  157. 
Utile,  usefulness,  471. 
Ut-tara,  225. 

V,  additional  formative  in  INV,  353. 
V,  parasitical  after  k,  t,  and  p,  355 

note. 
Va,   initial,  common   transition   of, 

into  u,  355. 
VA,  to  blow,  191,  434. 

VA,  VABH,  the  root  (vi,  u),  to 
plat,  to  weave,  245,  409,  516. 

VABH,  the  root,  to  weave,  410. 

Vtyddhsiti,  to  grow,  343. 

Vagueness  of  speciUations  on  meaning 
of  roots,  388. 

Vaidyaka,  medicine,  339. 

VAkov&kya,  dialogues,  339. 

YkHkk  and  wunso,  367. 

ViK,  to  guard,  555. 

Variation,  the  true  secret  of,  97. 

—  cannot  be  carried  on  ad  infinitum, 

lOI. 

—  of  roots,  350, 
Varieties,  iix. 

—  instead  of  species,  96. 

Variety  need  not  be  always  succeesive, 
115. 

—  may  be  collateral,  115. 

—  species,  genus,  definition  of,  576. 
VarfM,  from  Vi3R,  303. 

Virpas,  a  scheme,  494. 
V^T,  German  werden,  384. 


Varttika,  of  Katyayana,  339. 
VAS,  in  I  was,  to  dwell,  384. 

—  to  shine,  561,  565. 
Va^^ati,  to  be,  343. 
VedAnta  philosophy,  611. 
Verb,  Zeitwort,  443  note. 

Verbal  roots,  some  used  in  Veda,  and 
not  in  post-Vedic  Sanskrit,  340. 

some  in  post-Vedic  Sanskrit, 

not  in  Veda,  340. 

Verbal  categories,  443. 

Verbal  phrases,  four,  326. 

—  fallacies,  613. 

—  knowledge,  562. 
Verbs,  528. 

Verstand  and  Vemunft,  72. 
VI,  to  weave,  226. 
Vibration,  287. 

—  a  struggle  for  existence,  288. 
VID,  242. 

Vid,  in  video,  306. 

—  in  di-videre,  306. 
Vier-fach,  226. 
Vi6tus,  324. 
Virchow,  151. 

Vlreo,  to  be  fresh,  304. 

Vocative,  423. 

Vogt,Carl,  154. 

Voices  of  animals,  literature  on  the, 

195  note. 
Vorat,  fiifip^ic€i,  185. 
Vorstellung,  2,  2  note,  72. 
Vowel  changes,  354. 
VRASKf  to  tear,  hence  wolf,  458. 
Vfika,  wolf,  plough,  490. 
Vyay,  to  fan,  351. 

Waking  dream  of  Huxley,  453. 

Waldmann,  my  dog,  9. 

Wallace,  on  brain  uf  Australians,  6. 

Weaving  grass  lodges,  387. 

We&a,  for  vespa,  367. 

Wendel  Holmes,  on  attention,  4  note. 

Werpd,  to  spin,  494. 

Westergaard's  edition  of  the  Dhatu- 

p&/Aa,  336. 
Whately's  Logic,  36. 
Wheedling,  meaning  of,  504. 
Whewell,  Dr.,  583,  585. 

—  definition  of  k  priori,  585. 
While,  weil,  443. 

White  thing,  a,  80. 

—  and  whiteness,  527. 

difference  between,  464. 

Whitehom,  same  as  Blackhom,  62. 
Whiteness,  abstract  name  of  second 

degree,  480. 
Whither,  the,  of  the  accusative,  320. 
Wilkins,  Bishop,  617. 
Will,  the,  290. 

—  Schopenhauer's  use  of  the  word,  611 
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Will,  the,  Braliman,  Atman,  Self,  6i  i . 
Wirklich,  real,  working  on  us,  569. 
Wolf,  129. 

—  the  name,  434,  458. 

Wonder  givea  plaoe  to  understanding, 

245- 
Wood,  O.  E.  treow-cyn,   tree  kind, 

464. 

Woid-thoughtfl,    or     thought-words, 

574- 
Words,  the  fortresses  of  thought,  47. 

—  Mill  on  the  distinction  between,  77. 

—  the  signs  of  concepts,  77* 

—  become  general  by  being  made  the 

signs  of  general  ideas,  258. 

—  making    use    of,   implies    having 

general  ideas,  266. 

—  as  signs  of  ideas,  whence  t  268. 

—  how  formed  by  men  ?  270, 432. 

—  impossible  without  concepts,  271. 

—  growth  of,  how  determined,  432. 

—  formed  by  applying  the  categories 

to  the  roots,  432. 

—  number  of,  rabed  by  composition, 

483. 

—  thought  always  clothed  in,  549. 

—  definition  and  history  of,  581. 

—  odour  about,  6  r  i. 


Work,  to,  YMG,  384. 
Worker,  the  Ego  as,  64. 
Worms,  the  name,  435. 
Wundt's  Lectures,  122. 

^av$U,  373. 

Xenophanes  mentions  three  colours  of 

rainbow,  303. 
ivp6v,  razor,  373- 

Yahgan  language,   a  dictionary    of 

32,430  words  in  the,  437. 
TAM,  meaning  of,  388. 

—  wiUi  prepositions  capable  of  Yaried 

application,  389. 
Yftska,  time  of,  Yedic  Sanskrit  obso- 
lete, 340. 

—  anterior  to  Vknim,  341. 
Yoiith,  number  of  young  men,  449. 
YU,  to  join,  390.       

YUDH,  tb  fight,  and  YU,  to  join,  352. 

—  and  its  derivatiyes,  241. 

—  root,  440. 
YUC?  and  YU,  352. 
Yuktes,  genitive  of  yuktis,  238. 

Zeitwort^  verb,  443  note. 
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